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ABSTRACT 
The main objective of the study was to define FM in its broader context and identify ways of 
exposing its value to the organisation’s core business. The study firstly included defining FM, 
its scope and nature to provide an in-depth overview and understanding of the discipline. 
Secondly, the study discussed in detail the level of support of FM by top or senior 
management. Thirdly, the study discussed the importance of quality management in 
enhancing the value of FM within an organisation. Lastly, the study discussed how service 
level agreements can be utilised to enhance the value of FM within the organisation. 
 
Questionnaires were distributed via electronic mail and some hand-delivered to private, 
public organisations and government parastatals to gather their views on how they think FM 
can add value to their organisations. Questionnaires were sent out to various professionals 
from various organisations that employ FM services based on the aforementioned objectives. 
 
The findings from the survey showed that most organisations understand and have the 
knowledge about FM but there is no set and defined scope; the scope of FM differs in various 
organisations; soft services are grouped together and branded as FM services; FM is 
moderately incorporated throughout and top management still sees FM as adding no value to 
the organisation’s core business. The results also show that FM needs to adopt strategies such 
as understanding and working towards the organisation’s goals and objectives; ensuring 
sustainability in FM services; providing superior quality service and projecting defined and 
improved levels of service linking service to the organisation’s  culture and facilitating 
organisational change for it to gain support from top management. The majority of 
respondents incorporating FM in their organisations agree with the benefits afforded by this 
discipline and have developed and implemented quality management systems that are linked 
to their business strategies and, by doing so, have enhanced their organisation’s performance 
levels. Service Level agreements are not being utilised by the majority of the organisations 
the few organisations that utilise SLA’s, have benefited a great deal from SLAs.  
 
KEY WORDS: Facilities management, Service level agreements, Quality management, 
benchmarking, performance management. 
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CHAPTER 1 
THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTINGS 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
According to Shohet and Lavvy (2004:129-140) the increasing requirements for the 
economic operation of facilities have led to the development of the facilities 
management discipline. This encourages building owners and users to increase their 
expectations and requirements of their facilities and therefore facilities managers are 
expected to attain lower operational costs by efficient construction, management, and 
maintenance of facilities, without compromising their performance. 
 
BOMI International (2002a: online) describes the primary function of facilities 
management as planning, establishing, and maintaining a work environment that 
effectively supports the goals and objectives of the organisation.  Facilities 
management is viewed as a business practice and as a profession that can contribute to 
business success (Then & Tan, 2006: 340-349 online). The need for alignment 
between business needs and the organisation’s facilities infrastructure is a crucial part 
of the strategy to support business success. Facilities management by nature is a 
dynamic business activity and must be responsive to changing client needs in order to 
fulfil its role as a support service function (Then & Tan, 2006: 340-349 online). 
 
Facilities management is fast emerging from being focused on asset management to a 
more organised and efficient activity that involves the management of all non-core 
activities for business enterprises and public institutions. Outsourcing of facilities 
management services allows businesses to focus on their core business objectives and 
leave the management of non-core activities to facilities management experts (Frost & 
Sullivan, 2008:1-124 online). 
 
According to the National report (2000:online) institutions that want to gain the 
benefits of facilities management need to adopt a planned approach that takes into 
account management input, evaluation of options, implementation of costs and 
periodic reviews. There are three dimensions to developing such an approach: 
strategic, tactical and operational. 
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Strategic – The main issues here relate to the overall framework of facilities 
management, which include the vision, purpose and culture of the institution. An 
essential task is to establish a rationale that guides the support management. The 
institution can then apply the rationale systematically to identify clearly how services 
may contribute to business success. Institutions will want to decide what services and 
physical resources to include in their facilities management arrangements. For 
example, should they cover all the physical resources of the institution, which may be 
owned outright, leased, or rented? Similarly, support services may be provided by in-
house staff or external contractors. If a facilities management approach is adopted, the 
varying requirements and use of the institution’s physical resources and support 
services will represent an agreed and clearly defined response to its strategic needs. 
The different procurement options for satisfying those needs may then be 
implemented, or reviewed as necessary. 
 
Tactical – The tactical level focuses on developing appropriate policies and systems 
to establish what is needed, including issues relating to quality, value and risk. This 
requires a planned approach which entails an evaluation of options, provision of 
resources and input of management time. 
 
The roles and responsibilities of stakeholders will also require definition, within a 
structure that clarifies the roles of client, user, service provider and supplier. Changes 
to management structures may also need to be considered and implemented. Service 
providers have been included because they have an interest in the success of the 
service activity; they may be internal or external. 
 
The above report also considers the importance of quality (fitness for purpose), value, 
cost and price. Value relates to the performance standard that is achieved through 
adopting a quality approach. Whole life cost will be different to the price paid. 
Standards should be agreed upon for operating procedures as well as service 
performance, to ensure that customers’ needs are met. 
 
Operational – The operational level will involve using agreed systems, monitoring 
results and taking appropriate action to secure and maintain the desired targets and 
standards. It also requires investment in staff training and development; consideration 
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of the options for change; and the definition of appropriate management structure and 
service standards. Quality ought to be consistent; performance benchmarking 
underpins consistency. Facilities management must link strategically, tactically and 
operationally to other support activities and primary activities to create value within 
an organisation (Marenjak, 2007:1-10). 
 
Kamarazaly (2007:12) supports these three dimensions by classifying the tasks 
associated with each of the dimensions in Table 1 below: The table represents the 
executive responsibilities, management roles and project tasks associated with the 
three distinct classes of FM as discussed above. 
 
Table 1: Classification of FM tasks 
FM Class Executive responsibilities Management roles Project tasks 
Strategic  Mission statement  Business plan 
 Investment appraisal 
 Real Estate decisions 
 Premises strategy 
 Facility Master 
 Planning IT strategy 
   Strategic studies 
   Estate utilisation 
   Corporate standards 
   FM Operational 
   Structure corporate 
      brief 
Tactical  Corporate structure   Procurement policy 
 Setting standards 
 Planning change 
 Resource management  
 Database control 
  Guideline documents 
  Project programme 
  FM job description 
  Prototypical budgets 
  Database structure 
Operational 
 Service delivery 
 Quality control 
 
 
 Managing shared 
facilities 
 Building operations 
 Implementations 
 Audits 
 Emergencies 
 Maintenance 
 Procurement 
 Refurbishment 
 Inventories 
 Post occupancy Audits 
 Furniture procurement 
Source: Kamarazaly (2007:12) 
 
 
The aim of this study is to determine whether there is knowledge and understanding 
of facilities management as a discipline. In doing this, the study focuses on the scope 
of facilities management to determine whether the scope is clearly defined. The study 
aims to establish the possibility of a link between facilities management and quality 
management and if this link helps in making facilities management services add value 
to an organisation’s core business. It is also the aim of the study to discuss the 
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utilisation of Service level agreements in organisations to assist facilities management 
services to add value to the organisation’s core business. 
 
1.2 STATEMENT OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
 There is a perceived lack of understanding of the scope of facilities management. 
Facilities management is often viewed as a fruitless expenditure and an expensive 
overhead with absolutely no value to the organisation. This is attributed to a lack of 
information or awareness on how facilities management can add strategic value to an 
organisation. Many organisations are currently continuing their day to day activities 
without fully employing the benefits of facilities management and in so doing have 
not realised and experienced the value added by facilities management. 
 
This research explores the value added by facilities management services within an 
organisation’s core business by way of obtaining and evaluating the perceptions of 
customers about facilities management and its role in the organisation. While 
exploring the value of facilities management the focus is on quality management and 
how it relates to facilities management performance and also the utilisation of service 
level agreements to enhance the value of facilities management. 
 
1.3 SUB-PROBLEMS 
Sub-problem 1: 
Organisations continue their day to day activities without fully employing the benefits 
of facilities management. 
Sub-problem 2: 
Facilities management is adding no value to the organisation’s core business by way 
of improving the economic outcome and business efficiency. 
Sub-problem 3: 
Facilities management does not currently enhance service levels within an 
organisation. 
 
1.4 HYPOTHESES 
Hypothesis 1: 
The scope and nature of facilities management is not clearly defined to ensure an 
awareness and understanding thereof.  
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Hypothesis 2: 
Facilities management is not embraced and supported by top management within an 
organisation. 
 
Hypothesis 3: 
There is no development and efficient implementation of quality management systems 
to ensure that effective facilities management services are being provided to an 
organisation.  
Hypothesis 4: 
Service levels of organisations have not improved due to lack of establishment of 
service level agreements at policy level.  
 
1.5 DELIMITATIONS 
The study is limited to the following people only:  
 Facilities managers registered with the South African Facilities Managers 
Association and facilities managers providing a service to public and private 
organisations and government parastatals; 
 Staff or directors of companies or organisations where facilities management 
services are being utilised; 
 Staff or managers in private and public organisations and government 
parastatals utilising  facilities management; and 
 Employees at supervisory, middle and top management level at any of the 
above categories. 
 
A regional sample composed of organisations involved in facilities management 
in the Gauteng and Mpumalanga provinces was used as a representative sample of 
the South African facilities management profession. 
 
1.6 DEFINITIONS OF KEY TERMS  
Asset management: general management of assets as related to productive utilization 
of assets either movable or fixed (European Committee for Standardisation, 2005: 
online). 
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Benchmarking: a tool for supporting a process of continual improvement with an 
objective of identifying current performance in relation to best practice in areas of 
concern to that specific organisation (Smith & Pitt, 2006: online). 
Core business: may be characterised as the main activity or dominant, functional 
process performed by the company in order to fulfil its primary function (Somorova, 
2007:95). 
Facilities management (FM): an integration of multi-disciplinary activities within 
the built environment and management of their impact upon people and the work 
place (British Institute of Facilities Management, 2003:1 online). 
Facility: something that is built installed or established to serve a purpose. (European 
Committee for Standardisation, 2005: online). 
Innovation: a management process, involving multiple activities, performed by 
multiple actors from one or several organisations, during which new combinations of 
means and/or ends, which are news for a creating and/or adopting unit, are developed 
and/or implemented and/or transferred to old and/or new market-partners (Sapri & 
Pitt, 2005:433). 
Integrated facility services: a set of facility services that interact with each other 
(European Committee for Standardisation, 2005: online). 
Outsourcing: employing a separate company (the supplier), under a contract, to 
perform a function, which had previously been carried out in-house; and transfers to 
that supplier asset, including people and management responsibility (Kamarazaly, 
2007:27-28).  
Performance management: Cunneen (2006:42 online) defines performance 
management as a process which contributes to the effective management of 
individuals and teams in order to achieve high levels of organisational performance. 
As such, it establishes a shared understanding about what is to be achieved and an 
approach to leading and developing people, which will ensure that it is achieved. 
Performance measurement:  a process of assessing progress towards achieving pre-
determined goals, including information on the efficiency by which resources are 
transformed into goods and services, the quality of these outputs and outcomes, and 
the effectiveness of organisational objectives (Amaratunga & Baldry, 2003:171-189).  
Quality: degree to which a set of inherent characteristics fulfils requirements (Caprio, 
2009). 
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Quality management: the proposed action taken after determining the difference or 
shortfall between the present condition and the expected level set by any quality 
standards. The proposed actions or the actual action carried out to fill the gap can be 
considered as quality management practice (Caprio, 2009). 
Service level agreement (SLA): a negotiated agreement designed to create a 
common understanding about services, priorities and responsibilities (Service Level 
Agreements, 2009:1-12 online). 
Supporting services: all the other activities that do not belong to the main functional 
process of business activity but which create conditions for successful running of the 
core business (Somorova, 2007:95). 
Only data that is bound by the confines of the above terms was considered. The study 
is limited to views expressed by senior managers, managers of organisations as well 
as external customers and service providers concerned.   
 
1.7 ABBREVIATIONS 
BIFM - British Institute of Facilities Management  
FM – Facilities Management 
KPA – Key Performance Area 
KPI – Key Performance Indicators 
MS – Mean score  
NMMU – Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University 
R- Ranking  
SLA – Service Level Agreement 
SAFMA- South African Facilities Management Association 
 
1.8 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
The main objective of the study is to define FM in its broader context and identify 
ways of exposing its value to the organisation’s core business. Specifically, the study 
aims to achieve the following objectives: 
 to define FM, its scope and nature to provide an in-depth overview and 
understanding of the discipline; 
 to discuss the importance of FM performance for it to gain support from top 
management; 
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 to identify the importance of quality management in enhancing the value of 
FM within an organisation; and 
 to discuss how SLAs can be utilised to enhance the value of FM within the 
organisation.   
 
1.9 THE IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 
FM is currently not viewed as a service that can add value to the organisation’s core 
business. The study investigates the existing challenges with a need to investigate 
ways in which other elements such as quality management, utilisation of SLAs and a 
clear definition of the role and scope of FM can enhance the value thereof. 
 
 The study is significant in that it explores in depth, the scope of FM in an attempt to 
portray it as an intelligent client function. The intelligent client function is essential to 
effective FM irrespective of how services are purchased. According to Atkin 
(2003:18-32), the intelligent client function covers: 
 understanding the organisation, its culture, its customers and needs; 
 understanding and specifying service performance requirements; 
 managing the implementation of contracting out; 
 minimising risk to the organisation’s future; 
 agreeing on monitoring standards; 
 managing service providers and contractors including monitoring their 
performance; 
 benchmarking performance of contracted-out services; 
 surveying users for satisfaction with the service; 
 reviewing service levels to ensure they still meet user requirements; 
 understanding the FM market and how it is developing; 
 developing strategies for the organisation’s FM; and 
 developing own skills through education, training and continuing professional 
development. 
This study serves to make top management realise that for organisations to benefit 
from their enormous investment in facilities, they have to begin managing them 
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actively and creatively with commitment and a broader vision (Amaratunga, Baldry, 
Chaminda & Richard: 2008:5-22).  
 
1.10 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
In order to comply with the ethical constraints underlying the undertaking of a 
research project such as this, attention was given to the following aspects: 
 all participants in the research were notified of the aims, methods, anticipated 
benefits and potential hazards of the research; 
 all participants were notified of the confidential nature of their responses to the 
questionnaire; 
 no pressure or inducement of any kind was applied to encourage an individual 
to become a subject of the research; 
 the identity of individuals from whom information was obtained in the course 
of the research was kept strictly confidential. Although a summary of findings 
would be compiled and made available to the participants as per their request, 
it would contain figures, percentages and deductions based on the analysis and 
interpretation of the data provided without identifying any respondent 
personally; 
 assurance was given to all participants that the research would have no adverse 
or negative impact on the natural environment; and 
 although no written consent was sought, participants were informed that if 
they did not wish to participate, they were free to return their uncompleted 
questionnaires. 
1.11 SUMMARY  
This chapter focussed on the introduction of the study, the statement of the 
research problem where the statement was divided into sub-problems and the 
hypotheses. Delimitations of the study were also discussed, as well as key terms to 
be used in the study and the objectives and the significance of the study. The 
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following chapter will focus on the review of the literature which forms the core 
of the study. It will focus on an introduction to FM, the scope and role of FM, the 
challenges facing FM, Quality Management as an important feature of FM with 
reference to benchmarking, SLA’s and their role in adding value to organisation’s 
service levels and defining value in it entirety and how FM can add value to an 
organisation’s core business. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 
 
2.1 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
  
2.1.1 Brief introduction to FM 
According to Grimshaw (2003:50-57), FM could be characterised by any or all of the 
following five statements: 
 a technical function concerned with maintaining the practical utility of the 
physical infrastructure to ensure it supports the core activity of an 
organisation; 
 an economic function concerned with ensuring the efficient use of physical 
resources functions concerned with the forward planning of physical 
infrastructure resources to support organisational development and reduce 
risk; 
 a social function concerned with ensuring that the physical infrastructure of 
work meets the legitimate needs of users within their organisational role; 
 a service function concerned with the provision of non-core support services; 
and 
 a professional function with social responsibility for people in the work place. 
 
BIFM (2003:1 online) defines FM as an integration of multi-disciplinary activities 
within the built environment and management of their impact upon people and the 
workplace. This definition of FM recognises that FM arrangements may include a 
broad range of academic support, administrative and technical services.  
 
As described in the National report (2000: online), the practical benefits of FM 
include: 
 a shared understanding of the business agenda, with integrated goals for core 
activities and key support services; 
 co-ordinated strategic, tactical and operational management arrangements and 
enhanced management skills; 
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 defined and improved levels of service, linking service to the institution’s 
organisational culture, to facilitate organisational change; and 
 value for money procurement process for key support services. 
 
Lindholm (2005:32) believes that a strategy (or business plan) for facilities 
management should conform to the following criteria: 
 consider the needs of the organisation, differentiating between core and non-
core business activities; 
 identify and establish effective and manageable processes for meeting those 
needs; 
 establish the appropriate resource needs for providing services, whether 
obtained internally or externally; 
 identify the source of the means to finance the strategy and its practical 
implications; 
 establish a budget covering short term needs and best value over the long-
term; and 
 recognise that management of information is key to providing a basis for 
effective control of Facilities Management. 
 
Lindholm (2005:32) believes that the three main stages in the development and 
achievement of a workplace strategy for facilities management are: 
 analysing requirements –top level analysis; 
 developing solutions –finding the best option; and 
 implementing solutions –putting the plan to work. 
 
2.1.2 The scope of FM  
Alexander (2003) emphasizes that FM should not be considered as a transaction 
between client and service provider, but should focus on the transformation of the 
environment and services that support front-line services and enhance the value of the 
organisation’s assets. Chan (2006:1-4) believes that FM should have a strategy which 
includes: 
 developing action plans to deal with current and future assets and facilities 
requirement using effective forecasting procedures; 
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 developing policy to achieve business objectives; 
 satisfying clients or users needs and aspirations; 
 monitoring and keeping abreast with the latest statutory, safety and market 
practice to meet local, national and international standards and requirements; 
 directing resources to activities which generate maximum value; 
 developing a building portfolio which has inherent flexibility to respond to 
new opportunities and changing market and business needs; 
 focusing on longer term results; 
 continuing to improve efficiency, quality and productivity; and 
 identifying new business opportunities. 
 
According to Cloete (2002:8), the general field of FM incorporates diverse functions 
including: 
 master space planning; 
 space inventory; 
 space and furniture standards setting; 
 project management; 
 programming requirements; 
 financial control; 
 scheduling; 
 layout and design; 
 purchasing; 
 construction management; 
 ongoing maintenance management; and 
 support services management. 
 
Chan (2006:1-4) believes that FM itself can sometimes be misleading given its 
breadth and very wide scope of works that it attempts to accomplish long and short 
term. Most definitions of FM, however, reveal a level of perceptive cohesion, in that it 
encompasses all sectors and peripheries of the management and operation of the 
micro and macro work environment and focuses on their integration and a system 
approach in managing facilities. 
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EuroFM (2002: online) believes that FM covers and integrates a very broad scope of 
processes, services, activities and facilities. EuroFM (2002: online) further notes that 
the field of FM is basically being grouped under two headings representing people, 
place and process:  
 Space and infrastructure. 
 People and organisation. 
 
Space and infrastructure includes the client demand for work-space through services 
such as space planning, workplace, design, construction, lease, occupancy, 
management building operations, maintenance, furniture, equipment, technical 
infrastructure, cleaning, etc. 
People and organisation includes the client demand for health services, catering, event 
management, information and technology, hospitality, security, safety, human 
resource management, logistics, office supplies, document management, accounting, 
marketing, etc. 
 
2.1.3 The role of a facilities manager in an organisation 
Excelling in operational processes is a fundamental aspect in the life of the facilities 
manager, and involves ensuring that people can start work in the morning, that a 
building is protected and that everything is tidy. In particular, a manager must have a 
trained eye for what people want in order to excel in facilities management. This 
assignment is applicable everywhere, in healthcare, education, hotels, airports and 
offices. According to Marenjak (2007:1-10) the other roles of a facilities manager 
include the following: 
 project planning and management; 
 real estate; 
 lease management; 
 environmental, health and security management; 
 space and workplace planning; 
 finance and budgeting; 
 staff management; and 
 renovations, or architectural planning and design. 
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In addition to the above, the BOMI International (2002b: online) describes some of 
the roles of a facilities manager as being the following: 
Business leader – a facilities manager needs to understand the core business of his or 
her company and to speak the language of business. This means that he or she should 
understand the company’s goals and how best to support them. 
Spokesperson – a facilities manager has to assume the responsibility for public 
relations and customer education. A good facilities management spokesperson will 
use terms and analogies that make sense to other sectors of the business world.  
Environmentalist – facilities departments should seize the opportunity to become 
environmental leaders within their organisations due to the fact that most 
environmental issues are part of the facilities mission and the staff has expertise in 
most of the areas of concern. Facilities managers need to ensure a clean record on 
environmental issues to enhance good business practices. Facilities managers should 
also play a role in lowering the risk of environmental liability in an effort to protect 
the company’s bottom line and reputation. Facilities managers should also create 
environmental awareness among corporate staff and management. 
Mentor/ Resource of resources – a good facilities manager helps to make 
participatory management easier and more rewarding for both the employees and the 
organisation. 
Strategic business planner and implementer – a company can optimise its facilities 
management function by including the facilities manager in all strategic business 
planning. 
Financial manager – a facilities manager has to have expert financial management 
skills to assure auditors that the firm is spending money efficiently and adhering to the 
budget as closely as circumstances permit. 
Networker – a successful facilities manager actively builds a broad professional and 
business network both inside and outside the company. A facilities manager needs to 
understand the market, evaluate the company’s performance in that market, and build 
contacts that may be needed in the future. 
Information manager – facilities managers need to capitalise on the value of the data 
they routinely collect and store to help corporate management make sound decisions. 
 
La Riviere (2006: online) discusses the relationship between people, process and 
place which play a central role in FM as follows: 
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 people is about human resource and talent management, about developing and 
sharing knowledge, about culture and management style; 
 process involves the primary and secondary processes of the organisation. 
These processes are the value adding steps the organisation performs; and 
 place involves all aspects of housing, deciding on the location of the building, 
the functional and technical flexibility, etc.  
 
Figure 1 depicts the relationship between people, place and process. Without 
knowledge of the people that will use the building and of the processes that will take 
place in a building, it will be difficult to define all requirements that the people and 
processes will have on the building and all related services. 
 
 
                                                           Knowledge 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Relationship between people, place and process. 
Source: La Riviere (2006: online) 
 
2.1.4 Skills required in FM 
The following can be classified as some of the skills required in FM (McNaughton, 
2007: online): 
 technical and building related skills; 
 business skills; 
 integrative professional skills (multi-disciplinary); 
 human resource skills; 
 leadership skills; 
 communication skills; and 
 enabling skills. 
 
 
People 
(mental world) 
 
Place 
(physical world) 
 
Process 
(virtual world) 
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The above-mentioned skills can be applied in the following areas of work 
(McNaughton, 2007: online): 
 people management; 
 working with suppliers and specialists; 
 property portfolio management; 
 building fabric maintenance; 
 managing building services; 
 managing support services; 
 project management; 
 customer service; 
 environmental issues; 
 space management; 
 procurement; 
 risk Management; 
 financial management; 
 quality management; and 
 information management. 
 
2.1.5 Challenges facing facilities managers 
The study conducted by Frost and Sullivan (2008: online) titled “Facilities 
Management in South Africa” suggests that there is a perception that FM is an 
unnecessary additional cost which is hindering the growth of the FM industry in 
South Africa. Most business enterprises still regard FM as a superfluous 
supplementary cost and prefer to keep the management of their facilities in-house.  
 
Timm (2010: online) agrees that one of the challenges facing facilities managers is 
their ability to demonstrate their own strategic importance. Facilities managers have 
reporting lines that vary dramatically from one organisation to another, reporting to a 
range of different operational and business support functions. There are no statutory 
requirements for types of training or skills. When facilities operate well, no one seems 
to be aware of the FM role, but when problems are experienced, facilities managers 
are quickly deemed to be operationally incompetent. No matter what the mandate, 
facilities functions continue to be commoditised, with reporting requirements linked 
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to lower levels of the business hierarchy. Facilities and support services are seen as 
commodities to be procured at the lowest cost levels. Timm (2010: online) offers 
some tips to help facilities managers achieve the corporate recognition and 
involvement they deserve. The tips are as follows: 
 to develop well structured facilities strategies that can provide strategic 
advantages to an organisation; 
 to be effective at the strategic level facilities managers need to have control of 
the business assets and budgets, but business unit leaders are reluctant to give 
up this control; 
 for formal strategy mandates, facilities managers need to earn the right by 
demonstrating improved strategic outcomes; 
 facilities managers need to establish a structured, meaningful and collaborative 
approach to the alignment of business and facilities strategies; 
 facilities managers need an in-depth understanding of the business goals; 
 facilities managers need to focus on improving customer service; and 
 service performance measures of FM need to move away from measuring 
inputs to measuring meaningful outputs to ensure broader business gains 
generated from facilities and workplace initiatives. 
 
FM companies should be able to demonstrate and add value to their customers’ 
businesses. In today’s highly competitive business environment, successful businesses 
must be customer focussed and market driven otherwise customers will simply choose 
to take their businesses elsewhere. Accordingly, FM participants have to be fully 
committed and pay considerable attention to what customers require and actively 
demonstrate understanding and a willingness to evolve in order to meet customer 
needs. 
 
Atkin and Brooks (2005) stress that understanding the organizational needs is the key 
to effective FM, measured in terms of providing value for money. With that precise 
understanding, FM can link to the core business by providing services that fit and 
respond to the actual characteristics, needs and constraints of a particular 
organisation, and organisation’s changes effectively (Barret & Baldry :2003). 
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Most companies do not utilise SLAs as a guide to ensure good and uncompromised 
quality of service at all times in their support services contracts. The importance of 
SLAs will be explored later in the research report. FM in the property services 
industry is an emerging and rapidly growing discipline. Effective FM, combining 
resources and activities, is vital to the success of any organisation. At a corporate 
level, it contributes to the delivery of strategic and operational objectives. On a day to 
day level, effective FM provides a safe and efficient working environment, which is 
essential to the performance of any business - whatever its size and scope. Within this 
fast growing professional discipline, facilities managers have extensive 
responsibilities for providing, maintaining and developing a myriad of services. These 
range from property strategy, space management and communications infrastructure 
to building maintenance, administration and contract management (British Institute of 
Facilities Management, 2003:1 online). Unique generational working styles are 
creating more challenges for FM professionals.  
 
Then and Tan (2006:342 online) believe that understanding the business needs is 
fundamental in the application of FM knowledge to achieve business performance. 
The effective business delivery relies on robust FM processes that lead to clear 
specifications of service levels and effective monitoring of the actual performance of 
supporting assets and services. The need for alignment between knowledge, practice 
and performance is at the heart of effective practice of facility and asset management. 
Then and Tan (2006:342 online) stress that FM practice may not always be aligned 
with performance measures that reflect the contribution of building facilities to 
business outcomes. Such a framework helps to assist FM execution to continuously 
align with, and focus on the performance measures against which assets will be 
assessed in terms of their contribution of desired business outcomes 
 
According to Atkin and Leiringer (2006:695) understanding the organisation at both 
the strategic business and operational levels is the key to deploying appropriate 
technology. Failing to understand the context within which the new system will 
operate would be to ignore the reality of the operating environment. Atkin and 
Leiringer (2006:695) stress that the facilities manager has a broad and diverse range 
of tasks to perform and manage. If he/she is to maintain control of the environment 
then relevant and reliable management information must be available for decision-
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making. Added to this need for information are the commercial pressures of the 
facilities management partner and the increased rigour with which the facilities 
manager is often scrutinised. This makes the use of appropriate technology not merely 
an option but an essential component. If the level of reporting required by clients is 
not to constitute a resource burden then investment in the right technology is essential. 
 
The benefits of FM, as discussed by British Institute of Facilities Management 
(2003:2 online), are: 
 deliver effective management of an organisation’s assets; 
 enhance skills of people within the FM sector and provide identifiable and 
meaningful career options; 
 enable new working styles and processes ; 
 enhance and project an organisation’s identity and image; 
 help the integration processes associated with change; and 
 deliver business continuity and workforce protection in an era of heightened 
security threats. 
 
According to Connors (2003:22 online), when FM is practiced properly, the following 
benefits accrue to the company: 
 facility strategic plans match corporate strategic plans; 
 space is available when and where needed; 
 capital expenditures are planned and controlled; 
 employee productivity is maximized; and 
 costs are minimised, sometimes avoided, and always predicted. 
 
More benefits of FM according to Freeman (2010:1-2 online), are: 
 cost savings – effective implementation of sound FM practices will save the 
organisation millions; 
 customer satisfaction -  companies that take pride in their appearance will gain 
more visits from customers; 
 occupant retention – companies paying attention to occupant and visitor 
concerns will retain their occupants; 
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 code compliance - an effective FM system, by documenting operations, can 
serve as evidence that specific company is striving to provide a safe 
environment. That documentation could be very important if a lawsuit were to 
arise; 
 green image - eco-friendly FM is important for conserving natural resources 
and reducing pollution;  
 personnel retention – personnel are more productive when they work in a safe, 
comfortable environment; 
 safety – personnel are more productive when they work in a safe, comfortable 
environment; and 
 health care costs - effective FM may prevent sick building syndrome saving 
health care costs. 
 
2.1.6 Quality Management as an important feature of FM 
 
2.1.6.1 Overview of Quality Management 
 For quality management to be successful there must be support from top management 
and it must include people from all levels and in all functions. Caprio (2009) adds that 
quality must be managed and the goal should be to achieve customer satisfaction. 
Furthermore, quality improvement is a strategic goal that a quality system should 
strive for and that the quality management should promote. Caprio (2009) describes 
the role of quality managers as one that has evolved from policing personnel activities 
to training and guiding personnel with regard to quality integration into their work 
practices. 
 
Fasset (2004:6) sees ‘quality’ as addressing the following questions: 
 What does the end user (the customer) expect from the product or service? 
 By when does the customer need the product or service? 
 Is the product or service free from defects? 
 
After all the above questions have been addressed and carried out correctly, they are 
then referred to as ‘meeting the customer’s needs’ or ‘fit for purpose’. In summary, 
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quality means giving the customers what they want and in so doing, one is effective, 
efficient and productive. 
 
2.1.6.2 Advantages of implementing a Quality Management System 
According to Fasset (2004:7) a quality management system is a documented set of 
policies and procedures that provide assurance to the customer of the product and 
service levels. In order to ensure that quality service is delivered consistently, a 
quality management system should be developed and implemented in each functional 
area and at critical control points. Customer’s expectations need to be identified. 
 
Some of the advantages of implementing a quality management system, as identified 
by Fasset (2004:7), are: 
 facilitates uniformity in practice; 
 reduces, eliminates and prevents quality deficiencies; 
 facilitates training of new employees; 
 expedites the interchange of employees between various jobs; 
 eliminates important system changes being made without due consideration; 
 assists in maintaining good organisational practices; 
 eliminates unnecessary informal instruction; 
 provides a basis for audits to be conducted; 
 provides assurance to the client; and 
 assists the provider towards achieving accreditation. 
 
2.1.6.3 Quality Management and its relation to FM 
Smith and Pitt (2006: online) describe FM as a diverse profession, the main aim of 
which should be to provide quality environments. A quality workplace can induce 
productivity gains in the workforce, improve workplace satisfaction and act as a 
catalyst in attracting and retaining talented members of staff, thereby increasing 
profits (Smith & Pitt, 2006: online). 
 
 With ever increasing competition among FM service providers, it is essential for 
providers to implement quality management processes to continue to meet and exceed 
expectations in order to differentiate their product in an increasingly service saturated 
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market. For service user or end users it is preferable to receive quality service from a 
number of suppliers rather than a range of mediocre services from one non-specialist 
supplier (Smith & Pitt, 2006: online). 
 
Eaton (2002:59-60) describes benchmarking as the application of the skill of 
comparison. This means comparing one’s own performance of a particular strategy 
with someone else’s. Benchmarking is concerned with how the organisation can 
utilise its systems, structure, strategy and behaviours to respond to changes in the 
competitive market place and changes overtime. 
 
Smith and Pitt (2006:online) point out that benchmarking has been brought into the 
FM context as a form of performance measurement rather than a distinct process 
reliant on performance criteria but benchmarking alone cannot form the entire 
performance management function in an organisation. It is advisable for FM service 
providers to implement benchmarking exercises with organisations in their own or 
other business sectors to improve performance and remain competitive.   
 
Eaton (2002:62) adds that benchmarking aims to adopt a systematic measurement 
process of the improvement to an organisation’s performance in the utilisation of 
inputs, transformation system and outputs and to compare these measurements with: 
 organisation’s own vision of performance; 
 organisation’s main rivals’ level of performance; and  
 the best available comparators from other industries. 
 
Eaton (2002:66) identifies a process of benchmarking which could assist many 
organisations in improving and maintaining quality in their organisations. The process 
is as follows: 
 deciding what to benchmark and planning on how to benchmark; 
 collecting internal data and understanding the organisation’s own 
performance; 
 studying other organisation’s way of doing things; 
 analysing the collected data both internally and externally and learning from 
the data; 
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 producing conclusions; 
 implementing responses to the conclusions using the findings; and 
 sharing feedback on findings.  
 
Having followed the process, the benefits will be as discussed below (Eaton, 2002: 
71-72) 
 Competitive advantage  
-integration 
-flexibility 
-speed (improved cycle times) 
-quality (reduction in defects) 
-cost reduction 
-customer focus 
-improved image and reputation 
 Profitability 
-increased opportunity 
-cost reductions 
-reduced wastage 
-reduced re-work 
 New markets 
-differentiation 
-focus 
 New products and services 
-segmentation 
-specialisation 
 
Benchmarking is a tool which is used extensively to measure quality of service 
provision and bring about performance improvements (Smith & Pitt, 2006: online). It 
compares current performance to best practice in areas of concern to the organisation 
(Atkin & Brooks, 2005). It is essentially a cost reduction method (Smith & Pitt, 2006: 
online). Sarkis (2001:88-107) outlines that benchmarking has been defined as a 
continuous, systematic process for evaluating the products, services and work 
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processes of organisations that are recognised as representing the best practices for the 
purpose of organisations improvement.  
 
According to Mainelli (2006:6-7), there are three types of benchmarking: 
 benchmarking what the customer thinks through interviews or surveys on 
customer perceptions of quality and operational performance; 
 benchmarking the business operations by calculating business costs; and  
 benchmarking the cost of  suppliers. 
Murray (2008) identifies other components to a benchmarking study. He suggests that 
not every benchmarking project will incorporate these components, but a combination 
of these components can be beneficial in a number of organisations when the need 
arises. These components are:  
 financial benchmarking – this involves a financial analysis of the operations 
that are assessed. For example, a company can compare the cost of storing a 
component in each of its warehouses; 
 performance benchmarking – this can compare the efficiency of performing a 
task in one company location to another, or to a competitor’s; 
 product benchmarking – this method compares the product of one company 
against another, or comparing between facilities in the same company;  
 strategic benchmarking – this method observes how other companies compete. 
This can be within the same industry or outside of the companies industry; and   
 functional benchmarking – this is considered to be traditional benchmarking 
where a company will benchmark a single process at a location or a number of 
locations to identify where efficiencies can be made. 
FM benchmarking should be structured around the seven standard elements 
Mainelli(2005:6-7) shown in Table 2 below: 
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Table 2: Standard elements of benchmarking  
Item 
no. 
Element Description 
1 Inputs Direct expenditure, management time spent non-facilities management staff time 
spent, related insurance expenditures, compliance time and efforts, external advisors 
and costs. 
2 Processes Scheduling, implementing, speed of response, financing, modelling, documentation, 
education. 
3 Outputs  Square meter managed, cleaning, security, fleet, reprographics, training days, scale 
of communications and any other numbers dealing with efficiency. 
4 Feed-back Looking at measures of effectiveness in measurement and reporting structures, 
outcome measures, risk reduction or mitigation measurements, reductions in cost, 
event and impact comparisons, testing wider awareness in the organisation by means 
of customer surveys. 
5 Feed-forward Setting targets, objectives, motivational structures, risk management, event horizon 
scanning 
6 Monitoring Reporting structures, activity based costing, communications and briefings. 
7 Governance Strategy setting process, organisational inclusiveness in decisions, seniority of 
governance, independent reporting route(s) to the board, policy inhibitors, policy 
trends. 
Source: Mainelli (2005:6-7) 
 
Whilst benchmarking can be a powerful tool, it is best used in conjunction with a 
range of performance management tools including innovation and creativity 
techniques. Either process or event innovation seems to be a synergised element to 
organisation growth and to be competitive in the market. Understanding of learning 
process is a key requirement for the facilitation and optimisation of improvement and 
innovation in business. Sapri and Pitt (2005:434) believe that by understanding and 
optimising learning process, managers in organisations will be able to achieve 
behavioural change leading to performance measurement as shown in Figure 2. 
Performance measurement is a driver to the innovation within an organisation and 
also ensures improvement of service quality. 
 
 
 
L 
 
 
Figure 2: The link between learning and performance improvement  
Source: Sapri and Pitt (2005:434) 
 
FM is an integral part of the overall management of any organisation. The 
actualisation of the goals and objectives of business require the provision, maximum 
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utilisation and appropriate management of the facilities. This will improve the quality 
of service produced by the organisations (Asiabaka, 2008:10-20). 
 
Performance indicators should be derived by consensus between the FM service 
provider and their business customer in order for these to be realistic and perceived as 
such by all involved (Hinks, 2002:250-251). If the usefulness is to be assessed, then 
measurement of FM performance should be based on a combined assessment of 
facilities and management outcomes. 
 
Smith and Pitt (2006: online) view the trend in FM to be continuing towards 
integrated services provided by one supplier. Smith and Pitt (2006: online) see the 
trend in the wider outsourcing market to be trending towards selecting specialist 
providers, selecting the best of breed provider for each rather than grouping services 
together . If the quality aspects of FM are given greater prominence in the aims of that 
specific organisation, it is likely that FM will follow this general trend into the more 
specialised market. For this to happen, the FM profession must be recognised as a 
strategic quality tool. In the current climate of innovation and increasing competition 
among suppliers, it is imperative for FM service providers to implement quality 
management. Quality management must be used as a way of ensuring that the level of 
quality being provided is in line with the customer’s requirements (Smith & Pitt 2006: 
online). 
 
Operational performance in FM requires a benchmark against which it can be 
measured (Cloete, 2002:160). This is aimed at increasing the performance and quality 
of organisational operations including the strategic objectives. Mainelli (2005:6-7) 
defines benchmarking as the art of knowing the possible and a way of finding out 
where the improvement can be effected.  
 
The link between FM and quality management is further discussed in terms of the 
following scenarios adopted from Hinks (2002:252-255). 
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(a) Scenario 1: FM in an environment of business stability. 
 
Figure 3 below shows a scenario which is concerned with organisations operating in 
a business environment where the success of FM may relate to reliability of service 
quality and a dependable speed of response set against continuous improvements in 
cost efficiency. Whilst there is attractiveness of the relative ease of benchmarking a 
stable function, the focus can only be on making comparisons between process 
efficiency and input/output ratios. By so doing, FM may become attuned to serving a 
stagnated business scenario, and lose its ability to support changes if or when they are 
needed.  
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Source: Hinks (2002:252-255) 
(b) Scenario 2: The role of FM in achieving business flexibility for 
             competitiveness in a dynamic market 
 
Hinks (2002: 253-254) recommends this scenario as the most realistic scenario for 
most businesses. Relative business advantage in a dynamically competitive sector is 
likely to be derived from the strategic application of FM in a customised manner. The 
indicators of assessing this aspect of FM performance will have to be more high-level, 
more transparent to business and will tend to represent the integrated output of a range 
QUALITY 
HIGH 
MEDIUM 
LOW 
FLEXIBILITY 
COST 
DEPENDABILIT
Y OF SERVICE 
LEGEND: 
 
                               SCENARIO 1: STABLE FM, AND STABLE ONGOING BUSINESS NEEDS 
                                  SCENARIO 2: FM FOR DYNAMICALLY CHANGING BUSINESS NEEDS 
Figure 3.  A four-pole diagram for ‘FM outputs’ driven facilities 
management in various aspects  
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of interrelated FM services and interact more with the core business. For FM to 
succeed, it has to be innovative. In this scenario, high cost matters less than speed of 
delivery measured in terms of flexibility as shown in Figure 3. The resources 
implications are more open-ended as the service needs are less defined and stable. In 
this scenario, the FM service is attuned to the user’s individual competitive needs. 
 
Figure 4 shows a scenario where, survival of an organisation depends on agility, 
rather than cost-efficiency. The target business value of FM may reside in its efficacy 
or usefulness when applied strategically for competitive business advantage based on 
change. The KPI’s for FM may have to be more oriented towards business outcomes 
as shown in Figure 3. The KPI’s could converge with core business performance 
indicators such as agility rather than flexibility, business continuity rather than 
dependability, fitness for purpose as a qualifier of quality, or the ability of the service 
to contribute to changing the business.  
 
In Scenario 3, the emphasis moves from efficiency and output to effectiveness and 
outcome, and the possible needs are measured using a different set of indicators than 
the stable needs. In Scenario 4, cost becomes the predominant measure of FM outputs 
and is likely to be the performance driver affecting the business level outcomes. In 
contrast with Scenario 3, the focus moves from effectiveness and efficiency to cost 
minimisation. The FM relevance to the business will differ significantly as should the 
assessment criteria for evaluating performance. 
 
Scenario 1 and 2 simply make it clear that a core business that is essentially chaotic 
and poorly managed that may be characterised by poor strategic planning and a high 
variability in their business processes, will not be able to take advantage of stable, 
predictable or change-enabling FM services. In contrast, the sophisticated and highly 
process-driven business that is at a highly evolved level of business process capability 
will be able to take advantage of a highly sophisticated FM service. Each business 
will need an FM service that is highly attuned to its business capability and process. 
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Source: Hinks (2002: 253-254) 
 
(c)         Scenario 5: Strategically planning change. 
 In this scenario, adaptability of the core processes may be more critical to the future 
competitiveness of the business than the actual cost of the FM service needed. Pro-
active FM foresight and a strategic understanding of the interrelationship between the 
business and the FM may be very valuable to the business. 
 
LEGEND: 
 
                                  SCENARIO 3: INNOVATIVE, AGILITY-ORIENTATED STRATEGY 
                                     SCENARIO 4: COST-MINIMISED FM AS A SURVIVAL TOOL 
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Figure 4.  A four-pole spider diagram for various business outcomes in 
various survival strategies  
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2.1.7 Service level agreements (SLAs) 
 
2.1.7.1 Service level agreements explored 
A SLA is a negotiated agreement designed to create a common understanding about 
services, priorities and responsibilities (Service Level Agreements, 2009:1-12 online). 
For the SLA to be effective, it must incorporate two sets of elements as follows: 
 
(a) Service elements  
Service elements clarify services by communicating the following: 
 the services provided; 
 conditions of service availability; 
 service standards or time frames within which services will be provided; 
 the responsibilities of both parties;   
 escalation procedures; and 
 cost versus service trade-off.    
 
(b) Management elements  
Management elements focus on: 
 how service effectiveness will be tracked; 
 how information about service effectiveness will be reported and addressed; 
 how service-related disagreements will be resolved; and 
 how the parties will review and revise the agreement. 
 
There are critical steps to be followed when establishing a SLA (Service Level 
Agreements, 2009:1-12 online). These are: 
 both the customer and the service provider need to gather information so that 
each has a solid basis from which to negotiate; 
 the two parties to the agreement need to have the same understanding and 
agree about the role of the SLA; 
 ground rules for working together need to be established focussing on issues 
such as division of responsibility for developmental tasks, scheduling issues 
and constraints, and concerns regarding potential obstacles; 
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 the two parties need to create the structure of the SLA document and then 
discuss debate, negotiate and, over time, reach an agreement about the 
contents of an agreement; 
 the SLA document needs to be reviewed and also gain the necessary approvals 
for assurance of improved quality before it is finalised; 
 pre-implementation tasks such as developing tracking mechanisms, 
establishing reporting processes, developing reporting procedures for carrying 
out stated responsibilities, communicating expectations to staff, and providing 
necessary training; and 
 the SLA needs to be implemented and managed. Management responsibilities 
include providing a point of contact for problems related to the agreement, 
maintaining contact with the other party, conducting service reviews, 
coordinating and implementing modifications to the SLA, and assessing and 
reporting on how the two parties can further enhance their working 
relationship. 
 
2.1.7.2 How SLAs relate to Quality Management and FM 
Van Wagenberg (2003) views the SLA as one of the aspects of the contract which 
consists of a detailed list of all the quality aspects of the contract plus a list of 
agreements, which describe agreed standards. The SLA is used to maintain a good 
relationship between the client and a contractor or service provider.  
 
Atkin (2003:18-32) views a SLA as an agreement that builds on the service by 
amplifying the obligations of each party. Technical and quality standards will usually 
be defined in relation to industry standards or manufacturers’ recommendations, 
whereas performance will be related to the specific requirements of stakeholders. 
Atkin (2003:18-32) continues to emphasize that the SLA needs only include, at the 
bidding stage, a framework setting out the overall performance parameters with 
detailed procedural issues to be evolved and refined during the life of the contract. 
Whilst the scope must be made clear, detailed day to day operating procedures can 
only be refined as the knowledge and experience of each service contractor or partner 
built up over time. SLA’s need to be kept up-to-date. 
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According to Van Wagenberg (2003) the elements of an SLA are: 
 a description of services and products in detail; 
 a description of time and period of delivery in detail; 
 appointments about the transfer of people, equipment and other assets; 
 contact persons of both client and service provider; 
 moments of control and service; 
 regulation of interruptions; 
 arrangements about the exchange of information; 
 responsibilities of both client and service provider; and  
 the manner of monitoring and evaluation of performance. 
 
2.1.8 Overview of the value of FM 
 
2.1.8.1 Definition of value 
Kamarazaly (2007:14 cites the work of Atkin & Brooks, 2005) who has the opinion 
that generally, value entails a strong relationship between price or cost and quality or 
performance. Value for money is often simply equated with achieving a reduction in 
cost. Most organisations look forward to attaining best value for money for their 
businesses or support services (Kamarazaly, 2007:14). Organisations should set 
themselves cost and quality objectives for management of their facilities, the cost 
objective only taking priority where financial constraints are severe. Facilities 
management aims to improve the value of the organisations operations by focusing on 
the capability and quality of its working environment to support core activities, and 
aims at significant value addition through effective planning and management. This 
lends credence to the observations of Roberts (2001:269-275) that value addition in 
FM is seen as an optimization process, rather than only cost cutting. It is important to 
measure the performance of the service provided against the cost and quality.  
 
 
2.1.8.2 How can FM add value? 
Value can be added by both in-house FM function and outsourced FM function. In-
house FM function can contribute to value addition by providing more reliable service 
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and by better aligning operations to the strategic goals of the organisation on the basis 
of insider knowledge of the organisation’s secrets and latent needs. On the other hand, 
the outsourced FM function can add value by lowering overhead costs and 
expenditure on other direct costs. This is derived from the fact that the outsource 
company deploys its own equipment and resources. As a result, the employer 
company improves its operational efficiencies and effectiveness by delivering cheaper 
but quality services. By concentrating on core activities, the organisation will be able 
to stay focused on its core strength and improve its competitiveness. 
 
According to Mustapa and Adnan (2008:81) further research done on several building 
organizations confirms that a prototype strategic role covering the following aspects is 
initially adopted to implement the uses of the integrated FM. The aspects are as 
follows: 
 formulating and communicating facility policy;  
 planning and designing for; 
 continuous improvement of service quality;  
 identifying business needs and user/customer requirements; 
 negotiating service level agreements;  
 establishing effective purchasing and contract strategies; and 
 creating service partnership and creating systematic service appraisal in terms 
of quality, value and risks. 
 
There are two important approaches in which facilities can contribute to 
organisational performance (Van Ree & McLennan, 2006:6): 
 achieving greater efficiency by reducing total facilities costs; and  
 achieving greater effectiveness by optimally supporting employee 
productivity. 
 
Hinks (2002:253) agrees that the value of FM arises from a combination of its support 
for the ongoing and changing needs of the business. 
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The vital function of FM is to support the organisation’s core business or activities for 
improved economic outcomes.  FM also aims to sharpen the corporate image through 
facilities improvement, and enhancement of operational efficacy (Kamarazaly, 
2007:16). Criteria for evaluating value addition in FM functions are discussed in 
Table 3 (Usher, 2004: 353-354). 
 
Table 3: Criteria for evaluating value addition in FM function 
Criteria Description 
Cost The total cost of the contract including all self-performed and subcontracted specialist services. 
Quality The service levels as defined in the Service Level Agreements or other contractual or specified input or output structures. 
Risk and liabilities The degree to which the effective cost of the contract may vary to either party. 
Specialisation and diversity 
Many functions within an outsourcing contract are occasional 
rather than full-time equivalent roles of a specialized and marginal 
nature. 
Responsibilities and accountabilities The complexity and clarity of specific and general roles and assigned duties within and for the contract. 
Flexibility 
The potential and ability to action changes in the nature, 
magnitude, resource, location and focus of the service delivery 
when required. 
Innovation 
The degree to which newly designed or conceived processes, 
methods, solutions or products are brought to bear within the 
outsourcing contract. 
Investment 
In respect to the agreed length and determined stability of the 
contractual relationship, the degree to which time and money are 
dedicated to improvements in, and development of the scope and 
facets of the service delivery. 
Information 
The nature, format and validity of data, qualitative and 
quantitative, determining performance and metrics in relation to 
the provision of the services, and the regularity and manner of 
presentation of this information for the benefit of both client and 
supplier. 
Customer orientation 
The degree to which the provision of services understands and 
responds to the specific needs of the customer at all levels, in 
support of its business in relation to its own shareholders, its 
management and staff, and those persons interacting with the 
business on a regular basis. 
Source: Usher (2004: 353-354) 
 
2.2 SUMMARY OF THE LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter gave an overview of facilities management as a discipline and the role of 
the facilities management practitioners. It also explored the scope of FM in detail and 
the understanding of the FM description by the role players in various organisations. 
The aim of this chapter was also to explore the perceptions and expectations of top 
management within organisations of FM. The value added by FM within an 
organisation was also explored and discussed by means of linking facilities 
management with quality management. Quality management was discussed as a tool 
of ensuring increased facilities management performance in an organisation by 
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exploiting various tools such as benchmarking, performance measurement and quality 
control and utilising service level agreements to ensure increased service quality 
within organisations that employ facilities management services. 
 
In the next chapter the research design, methodology, population selected for the 
study, a description of respondents, sampling procedures, the variables investigated, 
quantitative and qualitative instrumentation used, data collection methods and the 
treatment and analyses of data will be discussed. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this chapter is  to present the research design, format, pre-testing and 
methodology procedures underpinning this research, as well as to introduce the 
research strategy and the empirical techniques applied. This chapter begins with a 
discussion of the quantitative and qualitative research methods. It also includes details 
of the population selected for the study, a description of respondents, sampling 
procedures, the variables investigated, data collection methods and the treatment, 
interpretation and analyses of data.  
 
The main data collection technique used in this research was a questionnaire. The 
value of this chapter lies in obtaining an understanding of the research methodology 
and processes used to obtain the necessary data, which forms the basis of this study. 
 
3.2 RESEARCH METHODS 
The following methodologies were used to gather the data that is being analyzed, 
synthesized and interpreted into useful information for the research.  
 
The literature was reviewed to theoretically develop the hypotheses and to determine 
what has already been researched regarding the proposed topic.  This forms the first 
theory part of the proposed methodology. The tools that were used start with the 
general knowledge of the researcher, i.e. what the researcher already knows. This was 
enhanced by the extensive use of the library with its published articles, professional 
magazines, books, and journals. The empirical survey part of the research 
methodology was conducted by means of gathering relevant data through written 
questionnaire surveys. The questionnaires were distributed via electronic media using 
electronic mail and facsimile. Mail surveys involve sending out a structured 
questionnaire to a sample of respondents. Carefully structured questionnaires were 
developed for various types of companies and individuals involved in the South 
African FM profession. The questionnaire design will be discussed in detail under 
heading 3.6.  
In order to achieve the objectives of the study, a quantitative methodological approach 
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was followed. According to Leedy and Ormrod (2005:179), the quantitative method 
of research involves identifying the characteristics of an observed phenomenon or 
exploring possible correlations among two or more phenomena; it examines a 
situation as it is and does not change or modify the situation under investigation. 
 
 Qualitative research, on the other hand, focuses on phenomena that occur in natural 
settings and involves studying those phenomena in all their complexity recognizing 
that the issue under investigation has many dimensions and layers, thus the issue is 
portrayed in its multifaceted form (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005:133). 
 
3.3 METHODOLOGY, PRIMARY DATA, SECONDARY DATA 
 
It was the intention of this study to meet the following objectives: 
 To define FM, its scope and nature to provide an in-depth overview and 
understanding of the discipline. 
 To identify the importance of quality management in enhancing the value of 
FM within an organisation. 
 To discuss how service level agreements can be utilised to enhance the value 
of FM within the organisation. 
 
The data for this research was collected from primary sources. Secondary sources 
were also utilized to establish criteria and theories against which the empirical 
findings of the primary data were measured. Thereafter the data were properly sorted, 
analyzed and interpreted in order to test the stated hypotheses. 
 
3.3.1 Primary data 
 
Primary data are closer to the truth, often the most valid, the most illuminating and the 
most truth manifesting. The primary data that makes up the pragmatic research 
comprise the information that was uncovered by means of surveys, interviews and the 
recording and analyzing of actual situations in the delimited research area (Leedy & 
Ormrod, 2005:89). Responses from the survey questionnaires were used as primary 
data. 
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3.3.2 Secondary data  
 
Secondary data are derived not from the truth itself but from the primary data (Leedy 
& Ormrod, 2005:89). The secondary data were provided by the review of the related 
literature and this established theories and criteria by which the primary data was 
measured and compared. The secondary data was sourced from relevant literature 
including journals, conference proceedings, books and the internet. Completed theses 
and research reports from reputable tertiary institutions were also consulted. 
Information from these sources helped in putting the current research in context and 
to provide part answers to the research objectives. In areas where there were 
insufficient data relating to the specific research area, a broader generic reference base 
was utilized in order to make necessary comparisons. Magazines, the internet and 
newspapers were utilized in order to broaden the opinion base. 
The researcher used the following criteria to ensure the best response rate: 
 the questionnaire design and format was pre-tested to test its acceptability; 
 anonymity of respondents and confidentiality of results were ensured; 
 provision was made for respondents to  use either facsimile  number or  
electronic mail address. This was to ensure that those who do not have access 
to electronic media or those who prefer fax to e-mail are catered for to ensure 
an improved response rate; and 
 a return date for the questionnaire was included in the covering letter to assist 
in the follow-up. One week after the expiry date for return of questionnaires, a 
second questionnaire was either faxed or emailed to all non-respondents. Due 
to cost considerations, no incentives or rewards could be offered for proper 
completion of questionnaires.  
 
As the completed questionnaires from the survey were received, the data were 
progressively scrutinized, checked and sorted for analysis. Each questionnaire was 
given a reference number and the date of receipt was noted. A questionnaire that 
contained more than four blank answers was regarded as unusable. From the 150 
questionnaires sent out, 70 were returned. Of the 70 responses, 8 were regarded as 
unusable and were not analyzed. The response rate of usable responses was 41.3%.  
 
The editing of the questionnaire in terms of checking the validity of the questions and 
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the ease of providing answers to questions was conducted by the researcher to ensure 
consistency. Besides the 8 unusable questionnaires already excluded during the 
inspection phase, no inconsistencies were found.  
 
Respondents had to respond to questions using a Likert scale of measurement. Likert 
scales, named after the inventor, Renis Likert, are by far the most common type of 
survey item used in questionnaires. Likert proposed a scale for the assessment of 
respondents’ attitudes in questionnaires in 1931/32 (Gliem & Gliem, 2003:82). Only 
one open-ended question was included in the questionnaire.  Questions that were not 
answered or which were ambiguous were disregarded and coded as 0. Individual 
items in Likert’s sample scale have five response alternatives and in some instance, 
three or four as shown below.   
 
Table 4: Examples of Likert scales used in the study 
Yes No I do not know 
3 2 1 
 
Yes To some extent No I do not know 
3 2 1 0 
 
Very important (VI) Important (I) Neutral Little important (LI) Not important (NI) 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
Great extent Moderate Neutral Very little Not at all 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
Unsatisfactory Satisfactory Neutral Good Excellent 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
3.3.3 Advantages of using Likert scales 
 
Cooper and Schindler (2003:253-256 online) provide the following advantages of 
using the Likert scale in a questionnaire: 
 responses are gathered in a standardized way; 
 it is a relatively quick method of collecting information; 
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 questionnaires can be relatively easy to construct; 
 responses can be collected from a large portion of a sample; 
 it is relatively easy to use; and 
 it gives participants a wide range of choices, which may make them feel more 
comfortable in responding to questions. 
 
3.3.4 Disadvantages of using Likert scales 
Cooper and Schindler (2003:253-256 online) also provide the following 
disadvantages of using the Likert scale in a questionnaire: 
 participants may not be completely honest, intentionally or unintentionally; 
 bias may be introduced as participants may base their responses on feelings 
with regard to the assessor or the subject area; 
 participants may respond according to what they feel is expected of them as 
participants; 
 the scale used in the questionnaire requires  a great deal of decision-making; 
and  
 it can take a long time to analyze and interpret the data. 
 
The Likert scale is a technique where a large number of items that are statements of 
beliefs or intentions are generated. Each item is judged according to whether it 
reflects a favourable or unfavourable attitude towards the object in question. 
Respondents are then asked to rate their attitude on each scale item in terms of a three, 
four, five-point and six point category labeled scales, respectively. For the purpose of 
this research, the scales that have been used are 3-point, 4-point and 5-point Likert 
scale. The statements in Section A, C, D and E of the questionnaire contain closed-
ended questions. The statements included in Section B contain one open-ended 
question with the remainder of the questions being closed-ended questions. From the 
questionnaire responses received, the data were transferred to an excel spreadsheet to 
conduct analysis. 
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3.4 TARGET POPULATION 
The target population for the study was facilities managers registered with SAFM A 
and providing a service to public, private organisations and government parastatals; 
and directors of companies or organisations where FM services are being utilised. 
Managers in private, public organisations and government parastatals utilising the FM 
function. Employees at supervisory, middle and top management level were also part 
of the study. A regional sample composed of organisations involved in FM in the 
Gauteng and Mpumalanga provinces was used as a representative sample of the South 
African FM profession when conducting the survey. 
3.5 SAMPLING 
The sample is representative of the information of interest, which is referred to in this 
study as the target population. The target population was used to address the problem 
statement.  The target population contains persons who possess the information 
sought by the survey, and valuable information to test the hypotheses.  
 
The random sampling strategy was used for selecting the participants in this study. 
Random sampling is referred to as the least sophisticated of all sampling designs 
(Leedy & Ormrod, 2005:201). Random sampling is described as that method of 
drawing a sample of a population so that each member of the population has an equal 
chance of being selected. The resulting samples are random samples (Kerlinger & 
Lee, 2000:165). 
 
For the purpose of this study, the target population was chosen from the South 
African FM profession. Only 150 individuals were selected as the target sample 
population, 105 in Gauteng Province and 45 in Mpumalanga Province. 
 
Within each section, selection of participants was by random sampling. Random 
sampling was achieved by requesting a list and contact details of facilities managers 
who are members of SAFMA and by means of telephone and e-mail requests sent to 
various companies to request participation of individuals in the survey. 
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3.6 QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 
The questionnaire is divided into 5 sections: A, B, C, D and E. 
 
 Section A of the questionnaire (see Appendix 2 - questionnaire) focuses on 
the demographic background of the respondent  to verify the designation, 
title, area of work and number of years experience in the FM environment;  
 Section B of the questionnaire is aimed at defining the scope of FM and to 
identify the level of understanding of FM as a discipline and to identify 
whether  the scope of FM is well understood and clear; 
 Section C of the questionnaire consists of data that were utilised to test to 
what extent FM is getting support from top management. It is also to 
identify the perceptions of top management and the desires of top 
management about FM in order for it to gain support; 
 Section D of the questionnaire contains relevant data used to identify the 
link between quality management and FM; and 
 Section E of the questionnaire contains data used to identify the link 
between SLAs and FM and whether SLAs can be used to improve 
performance levels of FM providers in organisations. 
 
The questionnaire is self-administered; participation was voluntary. The questionnaire 
was pre-tested and distributed to a randomly selected sample comprising 10 facilities 
managers. In selecting the format of the questionnaire, two aspects were carefully 
considered. Firstly, that a mail survey was used and secondly, the management and 
analysis of the information obtained was also taken into consideration. In the 
questionnaire, most of the questions were structured questions, because they have 
relevant advantages such as comparability of data, accuracy, easier response task and 
easily understood dimensions of the answers. The questions were structured in such a 
way that persons only had to respond to questions for which they could provide 
answers. The questionnaires were also structured using constructs sourced from the 
literature, but with minimal open-ended sections for further inputs by respondents.  
 
Each questionnaire was accompanied by a covering letter (Appendix 1) explaining the 
purpose of the research, the need for completing the questionnaire, the approximate 
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time it should take for completing the document, and the assurance of the participant’s 
right to privacy. A return date of the questionnaire was also included.  
 
In most of the questions in the questionnaire survey, respondents were requested to 
rate on a 5-point Likert scale, the levels of importance of the identified variables. It 
was decided to use the Likert scale as a measurement technique in sections B, C, D 
and E of the questionnaire in order to ensure the ease of analysis of the results, 
statistically. The mean scores (Appendix 4) were calculated for all the questions that 
used Likert scales as a measurement technique. 
 
3.7 QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTRATION 
A range of questions based on the main and sub-problems, as well as the literature 
review, were formulated into a questionnaire and used as part of the survey. After the 
questionnaire was designed, it was tested on 10 facilities managers and colleagues 
familiar with research surveys to establish the appropriateness of the questions. 
Personal interviews with these people proved to be valuable and the questionnaire was 
further refined. The length of the covering letter accompanying the questionnaire was 
also shortened emanating from the recommendations of the respondents forming part 
of the pre-testing. Thereafter, these questionnaires were emailed to pre-determined 
staff in organisations within the delimited research area.  
 
Communication via electronic mail was sent out to some of the respondents as a 
reminder to return the questionnaire before and after the due date. A maximum of 
three weeks was allowed to fill in and return these questionnaires.  
 
3.8 SUMMARY 
Chapter 3 discussed the choice of methodology used to conduct the research. In order 
to achieve the objectives of the study a planned research design was needed. The 
range of methods and approaches that were applied fall within the paradigms of 
quantitative research. Certain aspects of the research procedures on obtaining the 
necessary information and the method of sampling and data analysis used were 
described. The aspects discussed in this chapter will clarify the data presentation and 
interpretation in Chapters 4 and 5. 
 
- 46 - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 - 46 -
CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 
 
4.0 INTRODUCTION 
The research methodology described in the previous chapter provided the basis for 
data gathering.  This chapter will focus on the presentation, analysis and interpretation 
of data collected for this study.   
 
4.1. RESPONSES, RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
 
The responses are analysed as per the 25 questions in the questionnaire (see Appendix 
2 - Questionnaire). 
 
For the purpose of interpretation, the following terminology was used for all 
applicable analysis regarding mean scores:  
 ‘not at all’ (1.0 - 1.8); ‘very little’ (1.8 - 2.6); ‘neutral’ (2.6 - 3.4); ‘moderate’ 
(3.4 - 4.2) and ‘great extent’ (4.2 - 5.0). 
 ‘strongly disagree’ (1.0 - 1.8); ‘disagree’ (1.8 - 2.6); ‘neutral’ (2.6 - 3.4); 
‘agree’ (3.4 - 4.2) and ‘strongly agree’ (4.2 - 5.0). 
 ‘I don’t know’ (0.0 - 0.75); ‘no’ (0.75 - 1.5); ‘to some extent’ (1.5 - 2.25) and 
‘yes’ (2.25 - 3.0).  
 ‘unsatisfactory’ (1.0 - 1.8); ‘satisfactory’ (1.8 - 2.6); ‘neutral’ (2.6 - 3.4); 
‘good’ (3.4 - 4.2) and ‘excellent’ (4.2 - 5.0). 
 
 The results of the survey are based on the 62 usable questionnaires completed by the 
facilities managers and property practitioners in various organisations. Tables were 
used to reflect the responses and questionnaire results to exemplify apparent results or 
trends.  
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Table 5: Response rate per province 
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1 Gauteng (GP) 105 42  42 40.00  40.00 
2 Mpumalanga (MP) 45  20 20  44.44 44.44 
3 Both Provinces 150   62   41.33 
 
A total of 150 questionnaires were dispatched to the target population. Seventy 
responses were received by the cut-off date, of which only 62 responses were found 
usable. This represented an effective 41% response rate as shown in Table 5. The 
discarded responses were from respondents whose responses appeared not to be 
thoughtfully made. An overall response rate of 46% including the unusable responses 
was achieved in this study, which is acceptable for research of this nature.   
 
The response data are divided into 4 sections, namely; 
 scope of FM ; 
 support from senior management; 
 link between quality management and FM; and 
 link between service level agreements and FM  
 
The results showing the analysis of the demographic information of the respondents 
are shown in Appendix 3.  
A detailed calculation of mean scores used in interpreting the results of the questions 
that use Likert scale as a measurement technique, can be found in Appendix 4. 
 
4.1.1 Scope of FM 
4.1.1.1 Description of the term ‘facilities management’. 
Respondents were requested to mark the definition, which best describes the term 
‘facilities management’, in their opinion.  
 
 
 
 
 - 48 -
Table 6: Response categories on definition of term ‘facilities management’ 
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1 
FM is a technical function concerned 
with maintaining the practical utility of 
the physical infrastructure to ensure it 
supports the core activity of an 
organisation. 42 20 62 5 1 6 11.90 5.00 9.68 
2 
FM is an economic function concerned 
with ensuring the efficient use of 
physical resources functions concerned 
with the forward planning of physical 
infrastructure resources to support 
organisational development and 
reduce risk.  42 20 62 6 1 7 14.29 5.00 11.29 
3 
FM is a social function concerned with 
ensuring that the physical infrastructure 
of work meets the legitimate needs of 
users within their organisational role 42 20 62 0 2 2 0.00 10.00 3.23 
4 
FM is a service function concerned with 
the provision of non-core support 
services. 42 20 62 9 2 11 21.43 10.00 17.74 
5 
FM is a professional function with social 
responsibility for people in the work 
place. 42 20 62 2 2 4 4.76 10.00 6.45 
6 All of the above 42 20 62 20 12 32 47.62 60.00 51.61 
 TOTAL    42 20 62 100 100 100 
 
Table 6 shows that 52% of the respondents are of the view that all the statements 
describe FM. Eighteen percent of the respondents are of the view that the definition  
‘FM is a service function concerned with the provision of non-core support services’ 
best describes FM. Eleven percent of the respondents are of the view that the 
definition , ‘FM is an economic function concerned with ensuring the efficient use of 
physical resources functions concerned with the forward planning of physical 
infrastructure resources to support organisational development and reduce risk’ best 
describes FM.  Ten percent of the respondents feel that the definition  ‘facilities 
management is a technical function concerned with maintaining the practical utility of 
the physical infrastructure to ensure it supports the core activity of an organisation’ 
best describes FM. Only 3% of the respondents feel that the definition ‘FM is a social 
function concerned with ensuring that the physical infrastructure of work meets the 
legitimate needs of users within their organisational role’ best describes FM.  
The above results show all the definitions that describe FM. Two definitions are the 
most favorable:  
‘a service function concerned with the provision of non-core support services’ (18%) 
and ‘an economic function concerned with ensuring the efficient use of physical 
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resources functions concerned with the forward planning of physical infrastructure 
resources to support organisational development and reduce risk’ (11%). These results 
are in line with one of the statements suggested by Grimshaw (2003:50-57) best 
describing FM in the literature.  
 
The literature review indicated that all the statements are correct because each of them 
form part of the description of FM (Grimshaw (2003:50-57). The results show that the 
majority of respondents (52%) seem to understand and know what is meant by the 
term ‘FM’. 
 
4.1.1.2 Scope of FM  
The respondents were requested to mark each item that forms part of the scope of FM 
in their organisation; the responses are shown in Table 7a below. 
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Table 7a:  FM services 
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1 Property management 42 20 62 15 20 35 35.71 100.00 56.45 1= 
2 Space planning 42 20 62 15 20 35 35.71 100.00 56.45 1= 
3 Ongoing maintenance management 42 20 62 13 20 33 30.95 100.00 53.23  3 
4 Emergency management 42 20 62 15 16 31 35.71 80.00 50.00  4 
5 Safety and health 42 20 62 15 14 29 35.71 70.00 46.77  5= 
6 Fleet management 42 20 62 14 15 29 33.33 75.00 46.77  5= 
7 Food or catering services 42 20 62 14 15 29 33.33 75.00 46.77  5= 
8 Asset register/tracking 42 20 62 14 15 29 33.33 75.00 46.77  5= 
9 Furniture management 42 20 62 14 14 28 33.33 70.00 45.16  9 
10 Lease management 42 20 62 15 12 27 35.71 60.00 43.55  10 
11 Support services management 42 20 62 15 10 25 35.71 50.00 40.32  11= 
12 Sustainability 42 20 62 15 10 25 35.71 50.00 40.32  11= 
13 
Records retention and document 
management 42 20 62 11 13 14 26.19 65.00 38.71  13 
14 Disposal 42 20 62 16 6 22 38.10 30.00 35.48  14= 
15 Environment 42 20 62 9 13 22 21.43 65.00 35.48  14= 
16 Complaint handling 42 20 62 11 6 17 26.19 30.00 27.42  16= 
17 Business continuity 42 20 62 7 10 17 16.67 50.00 27.42  16= 
18 Event management 42 20 62 13 2 15 31.00 10.00 24.19  18 
19 Disaster recovery 42 20 62 14 0 14 33.33 0.00 22.58  19 
20 Contract administration 42 20 62 10 2 12 23.81 10.00 19.35  20= 
21 Financial control 42 20 62 12 0 12 28.57 0.00 19.35  20= 
22 Purchasing 42 20 62 9 1 10 21.43 5.00 16.13  22 
23 Project management 42 20 62 9 0 9 21.43 0.00 14.52  23 
24 Construction management 42 20 62 8 0 8 19.05 0.00 12.90  24= 
25 Life Cycle costing 42 20 62 8 0 8 19.05 0.00 12.90  24= 
26 Programming requirements 42 20 62 3 2 5 7.14 10.00 8.06  26 
 
 
Table 7a shows that ‘property management’ and ‘space planning’ are the highest  
ranked items (56%,  both ranked 1st) forming part of  FM services in the majority of 
organisations, followed by ‘ongoing maintenance management’ (53%, ranked 3rd ), 
‘emergency management’ (50%, ranked 4th ), ‘safety and health’, ‘food and catering’, 
‘fleet management’, ‘asset register/tracking’ (all 47%, ranked 5th),  ‘furniture 
management’ (45%, ranked 9th), ‘lease management’  (44%, ranked 10th ). This shows 
that these are the main items that form part of the scope of FM in the majority of the 
organisations as compared to the rest of the items that are ranked lower.   
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These results are in line with the literature review which indicated that all the listed 
items form part of the scope of FM and are mostly described as support services. 
Chan (2006:online) believes that most definitions of FM however, reveal a level of 
perceptive cohesion, in that it encompasses all sectors and peripheries of the 
management and operation of the micro and macro work environment and focuses on 
their integration and a system approach in managing facilities. This is evident from 
the above results. 
 
Additional items identified as part of the scope of FM are listed in Table 7b: 
These were classified as additional due to the fact that these were not listed under 
Table 7a in the questionnaire; they were not acquired from the literature but were 
identified by the respondents as forming part of the scope of FM.  
 
Table 7b: Additional FM services 
C
O
DE
 
SCOPE R
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1 Landscaping and indoor plants 42 20 62 8 20 28 19.05 100.00 45.16 1 
2 Access control 42 20 62 8 18 26 19.05 90.00 41.94 2 
3 Cleaning & Hygiene 42 20 62 10 15 25 23.81 75.00 40.32 3= 
4 Waste management 42 20 62 8 17 25 19.05 85.00 40.32 3= 
5 Security 42 20 62 10 8 18 23.81 40.00 29.03 5 
6 Pre-printed stationery 42 20 62 7 10 17 16.67 50.00 27.42 6= 
7 General Maintenance 42 20 62 5 12 17 11.90 60.00 27.42 6= 
8 Provision of storage 42 20 62 7 5 12 16.67 25.00 19.35 8= 
9 Shuttle service 42 20 62 8 4 12 19.05 20.00 19.35 8= 
10 Help desk /CCMS 42 20 62 7 5 12 16.67 25.00 19.35 8= 
11 Provision of storage 42 20 62 7 5 12 16.67 25.00 19.35 8= 
12 Testing facilities for samples 42 20 62 8 3 11 19.05 15.00 17.74 12= 
13 Reception 42 20 62 8 3 11 19.05 15.00 17.74 12= 
14 Switchboard 42 20 62 8 3 11 19.05 15.00 17.74 12= 
15 Incident investigation 42 20 62 8 2 10 19.05 10.00 16.13 15= 
16 Future preventative measures 42 20 62 8 2 10 19.05 10.00 16.13 15= 
17 
Service level agreements and service 
level specifications 42 20 62 4 4 8 9.52 20.00 12.90 17 
18 Strategic FM 42 20 62 5 2 7 11.90 10.00 11.29 18 
19 Tender review 42 20 62 2 3 5 4.76 15.00 8.06 19 
20 Auditing 42 20 62 2 0 2 4.76 0.00 3.23 20= 
21 FM staff structures 42 20 62 2 0 2 4.76 0.00 3.23 20= 
22 Concierge 42 20 62 1 0 1 2.38 0.00 1.61 22 
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Table 7b shows that ‘landscaping and indoor plants’ is the highest ranked  item (45%, 
ranked 1st) forming part of the scope of FM in the majority of organisations; ‘access 
control’ (42%, ranked 2nd), ‘cleaning and  hygiene’ and ‘waste management’ (both 
40%, ranked 3rd), ‘security’ (29%, ranked 5th), ‘pre-printed stationery’ and ‘general 
maintenance’ (both 27%, ranked 6th). This profile shows that these are the main items 
that form part of the scope of FM in the majority of the organisations as compared to 
the rest of the items that are ranked lower.  
 
This profile means that the scope of FM is broad and is made up of the supporting 
services which are sometimes referred to as soft services. This agrees with EuroFM 
(2002: online) that FM covers and integrates a very broad scope of processes, 
services, activities and facilities. 
 
4.1.1.3 Is the scope of FM clearly defined? 
The respondents were requested to indicate whether the scope of FM is clearly 
defined. The results are shown in Table 8. The response categories were: 
‘yes’ = 1; ‘no’ = 2; ‘i don’t know’ = 3 
 
 
Table 8: Definition of the scope of FM 
 YES 1 
NO 
2 
I DON’T 
KNOW 
3 
STATEMENT % % % 
Is the scope of FM clearly defined? 38.71 61.29 0.00 
 
The majority of the respondents (61%) from both provinces believe that the scope of 
FM is not clearly defined. These results are in agreement with Chan (2006:online) 
who believes that FM itself can sometimes be misleading given its breadth and very 
wide scope of works that it attempts to accomplish, in the long and short term.  
 
4.1.2 Support from top management  
4.1.2.1 The extent of incorporation of FM services into organisations 
Respondents were requested to indicate the extent or level of incorporation of FM 
services into their organisation. The responses were to be given by means of the 
categories in Table 9 which are as follows:  
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‘not at all =1; ‘very little’ =2; ‘neutral’=3; ‘moderate’=4; ‘great extent’=5 
 
Table 9: The extent of incorporation of FM services in organisations 
CATEGORIES 1 2 3 4 5 T
O
TA
L  
RE
SP
O
N
SE
S 
G
P+
M
P 
M
EA
N
  
SC
O
RE
 
STATEMENT % % % % % NO MS 
The extent of incorporation of FM services into 
organisations. 0.00 22.58 0.00 37.10 40.32 62 3.95 
 
Table 9 shows a mean score of 3.95 indicating that FM services in both provinces are 
‘moderately’ incorporated in the majority of organisations. This means that the 
majority of organisations have incorporated FM services in their organisations. 
 
4.1.2.2 To what extent do you agree with the following benefits regarding FM? 
Respondents were requested to indicate to what extent they agreed with the statements 
listed in Table 10 regarding FM. 
The categories in Table 10 are as follows:  
‘strongly disagree’ =1; ‘disagree’ =2; ‘neutral’=3; ‘agree’=4; ‘strongly agree’=5.  
Table 10: Benefits of FM 
 
CODE 
 1 2 3 4 5 M
EA
N
  
SC
O
RE
 
RA
N
KI
N
G
 
BENEFITS % % % % % MS R 
1 
FM enhances the organisation’s identity and 
image 0.00 4.84 0.00 43.55 51.61 4.42 1= 
2 
FM delivers effective management of an 
organisation’s assets 0.00 0.00 3.23 51.61 45.16 4.42 1= 
3 
FM has a positive impact on an organisation’s 
competitiveness 
 
0.00 4.84 12.90 41.94 40.32 4.18 3 
4 
FM is a resource that enables the organisation to 
function 0.00 17.74 9.68 32.26 40.32 3.95 4 
5 
FM provides a competitive edge to an 
organisation 46.77 33.87 16.13 3.23 0.00 3.53 5= 
6 FM adds value to the organisation’s core business 12.91 19.35 4.84 27.42 35.48 3.53 5= 
7 
FM makes a positive impact on an organisation’s 
productivity and financial bottom-line 0.00 46.77 0.00 32.26 20.97 3.27 7 
 
Table 10 shows to what extent respondents agree or disagree with the benefits of FM. 
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The results show that the benefits of FM enhancing the organisation’s identity and 
image and FM delivering effective management of an organisation’s assets are the 
two most important benefits of FM in many organisations ( MS=4.42 each, ranked 
1st). The statement about FM making a positive impact in an organization’s 
productivity and financial bottom-line is the lowest ranked benefit. This profile means 
that there is not necessarily any improvement in productivity or the financial status of 
an organization as a result of incorporating FM. 
 
4.1.2.3  Top management’s perception of FM 
The respondents were requested to provide their opinion on top management’s 
perception of FM.  The results are shown in Table 11. 
 
Table 11: Respondents’ opinion on top management’s perceptions of FM 
C
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1 FM does not add any value to the organisation's core business. 42 20 62 34 16 50 80.95 80.00 80.65 1= 
2 FM is an expensive overhead 42 20 62 34 16 50 80.95 80.00 80.65  1= 
3 FM is costly to operate. 42 20 62 14 16 30 33.33 80.00 48.39  3 
4 FM is just an operational function. 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00  4= 
5 FM fails business needs. 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00  4= 
 
Table 11 shows respondents’ opinion on how top management perceives FM. The 
results show that the perceived perceptions of top management are that ‘FM does not 
add value to the organisation’s core business’ and ‘FM is an expensive overhead’, 
both ranked highest with 81% of the respondents indicating that top management in 
their organisations perceive FM as adding no value to their respective organisations 
and that FM is an expensive overhead. The above profile indicates that the 
perceptions of facilities managers about top management show that FM has a big 
challenge of being perceived negatively as a discipline. There were no responses on 
whether FM is perceived as an operational function or if it fails business needs. 
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4.1.2.4 The level of importance of strategies to be adopted by facilities managers in 
order for its value to be appreciated and supported by top management 
 
The respondents were requested to indicate the most important strategies to be 
adopted by facilities managers in order for it to be appreciated and supported by top 
management. 
The categories in Table 12 are as follows:  
‘not important’ = 1; ‘of little importance’ = 2; ‘neutral’= 3; ‘important’= 4; ‘very 
important= 5.  
Table 12: Level of importance of strategies to be adopted by facilities managers 
in order for its value to be appreciated and supported by top 
management 
 
 
CODE STRATEGIES 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 M
EA
N
  
SC
O
RE
 
RA
N
K 
% % % % % MS 
 
R 
1 
Develop strategies for the 
organisation’s facilities 
management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
100 5.00 1 
2 
Understand and work towards the 
organisation’s goals and 
objectives 0.00 0.00 0.00 27.42 72.58 4.73 2 
3 Ensure sustainability in FM services 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.65 69.35 4.69 3 
4 Provide superior quality service 0.00 0.00 0.00 32.26 67.74 4.68 4= 
5 
Project defined and improved 
levels of service, linking service to 
the organisation’s  culture and 
facilitate organisational change 0.00 0.00 0.00 32.26 67.74 4.68 4= 
6 
Understand facilities management 
market and how it is developing 0.00 0.00 0.00 32.26 67.74 4.68 4= 
7 
Become involved in strategic 
planning 
 
0.00
 
0.00
 
0.00 33.87 66.13 4.66 7 
8 
Keep abreast with technology and 
new ideas 0.00 0.00 0.00 38.71 61.29 4.61 8 
9 
Minimise risk to the organisation’s 
future 0.00 4.84 0.00 40.32 54.84 4.45 9 
10 
Successfully control and minimise 
costs 0.00 12.9 0.00 33.87 53.23 4.27 10 
11 
Emergency preparedness to 
ensure business continuity 0.00 19.36 0.00 17.74 62.9 4.24 11 
12 
Link FM strategy to business 
strategy 0.00 19.36 0.00 40.32 40.32 4.02 12 
13 
Demonstrate positive financial 
impacts, be pro-active, emphasize 
long-range planning, and stress 
non-traditional skills.  0.00 25.81 0.00 40.32 33.87 3.82 13 
14 
Adopt a customer service 
orientation 0.00 33.87 0.00 30.65 35.48 3.68 14 
15 
Manage broadening diversity in 
the  workforce 0.00 33.87 9.68 20.97 35.48 3.58 15 
16 
Communicate frequently and pro-
actively 0.00 30.65 0.00 54.84 14.52 3.53 16 
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Table 12 analyses the level of importance of strategies to be adopted by facilities 
managers in order for its value to be appreciated and supported by top management. 
The results show that it is very important to ‘develop strategies specifically for the 
organisation’s FM’ (MS=5.00, ranked 1st).  
The other strategies regarded as very important are ‘understand and work towards the 
organisation’s goals and objectives’ (MS=4.73, ranked 2nd), ‘ensure sustainability in 
FM services’ (MS=4.69, ranked 3rd), ‘provide superior quality service’, ‘project 
defined and improved levels of service’, ‘linking service to the organisation’s  culture 
and facilitate organisational change’ and ‘understand facilities management market 
and how it is developing’(MS all=4.68, ranked 4th), ‘become involved in strategic 
planning’ (MS=4.66, ranked 7th), ‘keep abreast with technology and new ideas’ 
(MS=4.61, ranked 8th), ‘minimise risk to the organisation’s future’ (MS=4.45, ranked 
9th), ‘successfully control and minimise costs’ (MS=4.27, ranked 10th), ‘emergency 
preparedness to ensure business continuity’ (MS=4.24, ranked 11th). This profile 
reveals that it is very important for facilities managers to adopt the above-mentioned 
strategies for it to gain support from top management in their respective organisations.  
 
4.1.3 Link between Quality Management and FM 
4.1.3.1 Is there any benefit in linking quality management to FM services? 
The respondents were requested to indicate if there is any benefit in linking quality 
management to FM services. 
The categories in Table 13 are as follows:  
‘i don’t know’ = 0; ‘no’ = 1; ‘to some extent’= 2; ‘yes’= 3. 
 
Table 13: Benefit in linking quality management to FM services 
STATEMENT 
0 1 2 3 MEAN  SCORE 
 
% % % % MS 
Is there any benefit in linking quality management to facilities 
management services? 0.00 0.00 37.10 62.90 2.63 
 
Table 13 seeks to determine if there are any benefits in linking quality management to 
FM services. The results show that the majority (63%) of respondents agree that there 
are benefits in linking quality management to FM services (MS=2.63).  
 
This profile reveals that, if quality management is linked to FM services, it can 
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improve service levels and be in line with the strategies that FM needs to adopt to 
ensure support from top management and also add value to the organisation’s core 
business. 
 
4.1.3.2 Can the effective implementation of quality management systems enhance the 
value of FM? 
Respondents were requested to indicate whether the implementation of quality 
management systems could enhance the value of FM. 
 
The categories in Table 14 are as follows:  
‘i don’t know’ = 0; ‘no’ = 1; ‘to some extent’= 2; ‘yes’= 3.  
Table 14: Effective implementation of quality management systems enhance the 
value of FM 
STATEMENT 
0 1 2 3 
MEAN  
SCORE 
% % % % MS 
Can effective implementation of quality management systems 
enhance the value of FM? 
 
0.00 0.00 45.16 54.84 2.55 
 
Table 14 shows whether effective implementation of quality management systems can 
enhance the value of FM. The results reveal that effective implementation of quality 
management systems can enhance the value of FM (MS=2.55). This will ensure 
superior quality services provided to customers and this should lead to increased 
support from top management.   
 
4.1.3.3 Benefits of linking FM with quality in organisations  
Respondents were requested to indicate to what extent they agreed with the list of 
benefits of linking FM with quality in their organisations. 
The responses were to be categorised as shown in Table 15.The categories are: 
‘strongly disagree’=1; ‘disagree’=2; ‘neutral’=3; ‘agree’=4; ‘strongly agree’=5 
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Table 15: Benefits of linking facilities management with quality management in 
organisations  
 
 
 
 
CODE 
 
BENEFITS 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 M
EA
N
  
SC
O
RE
 
RA
N
K 
% % % % % MS R 
1 Customer satisfaction 0.00 0.00 0.00 32.26 67.74 4.68 1 
2 
Benchmarking in FM to ensure 
continual performance 
improvements 0.00 0.00 0.00 41.94 58.06 
 
 
4.58 2 
3 
Performance management in order 
to improve performance levels in an 
organisation 0.00 0.00 6.45 30.65 62.9 4.56 3 
4 
Sustainability in FM to ensure 
business continuity 0.00 3.23 8.06 30.65 58.06 
 
4.44 4 
5 
Increased service quality by means 
of performance management and 
measurement 0.00 8.07 1.61 32.26 58.06 4.40 5 
6 Cost savings 11.29 24.19 0.00 38.71 25.81 3.44 6 
 
Table 15 shows the benefits of linking FM with quality. The results show linking FM 
with quality management ensures ‘customer satisfaction’ as the highest ranking 
benefit. This is evident from the mean score of 4.68 which means that most 
respondents ‘strongly agree’ with this statement. The other benefits as a result of 
linking FM with quality management are ‘Benchmarking in FM to ensure continual 
performance improvements’ (MS=4.58, ranked 2nd); ‘performance management in 
order to improve performance levels in an organisation’ (MS=4.56, ranked 3rd); 
‘sustainability in FM to ensure business continuity’ (MS=4.44, ranked 4th) and 
‘increased service quality by means of performance management and measurement’ 
(MS=4.40, ranked 5th). 
 
 This profile reveals that customer satisfaction is the highest ranked benefit of linking 
FM to quality management. A high score on customer satisfaction means a positive 
contribution to the organisation’s profit, with the result being the achievement of 
customer loyalty. It is generally recognized that there is a relationship between 
quality, customer satisfaction and loyalty that need to be explored further. .  
 
4.1.3.4 Contribution of quality management to an organisation’s performance 
Respondents were requested to indicate the contribution of quality management in 
their organisations by marking next to each statement what they believe has been 
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brought about by quality management’s contribution in their respective organisations.  
The categories allocated to each statement are shown in Table 16 and coded as 
follows: ‘strongly disagree’ =1; ‘disagree’ =2; ‘neutral’=3; ‘agree’=4; ‘strongly 
agree’=5. 
Table 16:  Contribution of quality management to an organisation’s 
performance 
 
 
 
 
CODE 
 
 CONTRIBUTION 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
MEAN  
SCORE RANK 
% % % % % MS R 
1 FM performance management linked to core business outputs 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.97 79.03 4.79 1 
2 Strategy 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.58 77.42 4.77 2 
3 Control of resources 0.00 0.00 1.61 27.42 70.97 4.69 3 
4 Service delivery 0.00 0.00 0.00 45.16 54.84 4.55 4 
5 Supply chain management 0.00 0.00 6.45 37.10 56.45 4.50 5 
6 Culture 0.00 0.00 14.52 30.64 54.84 4.40 6 
7 Change management 0.00 20.97 0.00 29.03 50.00 4.08 7 
 
Table 16 analyses the contribution of quality management to an organisation’s 
performance. The results show that the majority of respondents ‘strongly agree’ that 
quality management ensures that FM performance management is linked to core 
business outputs (MS=4.79, ranked1st).  
 
The results also reveal that performance of the organisation is enhanced by quality 
management in other ways such as ‘strategy’ (MS=4.77, ranked 2nd), ‘control of 
resources’ (MS=4.69, ranked 3rd), ‘service delivery’ (MS=4.55, ranked 4th), ‘supply 
chain management’ (MS=4.50, ranked 5th), ‘culture’ (MS=4.40, ranked 6th) and 
‘change management’ (MS=4.08, ranked 7th). 
 
The results in this profile reveal that quality management can ensure an improved 
business performance if the organization adopts the following strategies: FM 
performance management that is linked to core business outputs, organisational 
strategy, service delivery, control of resources, supply chain management, culture and 
change management . These are strategies related to adding value to an organisation’s 
core business.  
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4.1.3.5 Performance rating of FM  
Respondents were requested to rate the performance of FM under each of the 
statements listed in Table 17 under different categories. 
Each statement has different categories as shown in Table 17 and these categories are 
coded as follows: 
 ‘unsatisfactory’=1; ‘satisfactory’=2; ‘neutral’=3; ‘good’=4; ‘excellent’=5. 
 
Table 17:  Performance rating of FM 
 
 
 
 
CODE 
 
PERFORMANCE RATING 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
MEAN  
SCORE RANK 
% % % % % MS R 
1 Customer satisfaction 3,23 22.58 3.23 48.39 22.58 3.65 1 
2 FM performance management linked to core business outputs  12.90 0.00 3.23 83.87 0.00 3.58 2 
3 Service delivery 4.84 25.81 3,23 43.55 22.58 3.53 3 
4 Change management 11.29 29.03 0.00 59.68 0.00 3.08 4 
5 Culture 17.74 25.81 0.00 56.45 0.00 2.95 5 
6 Control of resources 19.35 30.65 0.00 50.00 0.00 2.81 6 
7 Supply chain management 25.81 29.03 0.00 45.16 0.00 2.65 7 
 
Table 17 shows that FM ranks the highest in terms of ‘customer satisfaction’ in the 
majority of the organisations. This is shown by the mean score of 3.65 which means 
that the performance rating is believed by most respondents to be ‘good’. FM 
performance rating when ‘FM performance is linked to core business (MS=3.58, 
ranked 2nd) is viewed as ‘good’ and ‘there is sound service delivery’ (MS=3.53, 
ranked 3rd).  These results reveal that FM is performing at acceptable levels with 
regards to customer satisfaction, when FM performance is linked to core business 
outputs and FM service delivery is also ‘good’. FM does not seem to be performing 
well on ‘control of resources’ and ‘supply chain management’. 
 
4.1.4 Link between SLAs and FM  
4.1.4.1 Are SLAs utilised in your organisation? 
Respondents were requested to indicate if they utilised SLAs in their respective 
organisations and the results are shown in Table 18.  The categories in Table 18 are as 
follows:  
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‘no’=1; ‘to some extent’ =2; ‘yes’ =3.  
 
Table 18: Utilisation of SLAs in organisations 
STATEMENT 
1 2 3 
MEAN  
SCORE 
% % % MS 
Are SLAs utilised in your organisation? 70.97 0.00 29.03 1.58 
 
The responses in Table 18 reveal that only 29% of the respondents agree that SLAs 
are being utilised in their respective organisations. A significant 71% of respondents 
are not utilising service level agreements in their respective organisations. This profile 
suggests that SLAs are not yet embraced in many organisations. 
 
It must be noted in the following questions regarding SLAs, the responses were only 
obtained from those respondents who do utilise SLAs in their respective organisations 
and this will influence the number of responses regarding service level agreements. 
Since this is only 18 respondents, this should not be regarded as the general view of 
SLAs.  
 
4.1.4.2 Link between SLAs and FM 
The respondents were requested to indicate to what extent they agreed that there is a 
link between SLAs and FM. The responses are shown in Table 19. The categories in 
Table 19 are coded as follows:  
‘strongly disagree’ =1; ‘disagree’ =2; ‘neutral’=3; ‘agree’=4; ‘strongly agree’=5 
 
Table 19: Link between Service Level Agreements and FM 
STATEMENT 
1 2 3 4 
 
 
5 
MEAN  
SCORE 
% % % % 
 
% MS 
Link between Service Level Agreements and facilities 
management 
0.00 11.11 0.00 55.56 33.33 4.11 
 
Table 19 shows to what extent those respondents who utilise SLAs, agree whether 
there is a link between SLAs and FM. Out of 18 responses, 10 respondents (56%) 
‘agree’ and 6 respondents (33%) ‘strongly agree’ that SLA’s are linked to FM while 
the remaining 2 respondents (11%) ‘disagree’ with this statement. It is evident from 
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the mean score of 4.11 that those respondents who utilise SLAs, ‘agree’ that there is a 
link between SLAs and FM. 
 
 This profile shows that the small number of organisations that utilize SLA’s agree 
that there is a link between SLAs and FM. These results reveal that FM cannot 
perform well without the implementation of SLAs. 
 
4.1.4.3 SLAs improve performance of FM                   
The respondents were requested to indicate to what extent they agree that SLAs 
improve performance of FM. The responses are shown in Table 20 and the categories 
are as follows:  
‘strongly disagree’=1; ‘disagree’=2; ‘neutral’=3; ‘agree’=4; ‘strongly agree’=5 
 
Table 20: SLAs improve performance levels of FM 
STATEMENT 
1 2 3 4 
 
 
5 
MEAN  
SCORE 
% % % % % MS 
Service Level Agreements improve performance 
levels of FM in our organisation 0.00 11.11 0.00 55.56 
 
33.33 
 
4.11 
 
Out of 18 responses, 10 respondents (56%) ‘agree’ and  33% ‘strongly agree’ that 
SLA’s do improve performance levels of FM providers in their respective 
organisations while the remaining 2 respondents (11%) ‘disagree’ with this statement. 
It is evident from the mean score of 4.11 that SLAs do improve performance levels of 
FM in organisations. This profile shows SLAs improve performance levels of FM and 
therefore most organisations should consider implementing SLAs in their 
organisations. 
 
4.1.4.4 SLAs add value to an organisation’s core business 
Respondents were requested to indicate to what extent  SLAs  add value to an 
organisation’s core business, according to the coding shown in Table 21, namely  
‘strongly disagree’=1; ‘disagree’=2; ‘neutral’=3; ‘agree’=4; ‘strongly agree’=5 
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Table 21: SLAs add value to an organisation’s core business 
STATEMENT 
1 2 3 4 
 
5 
MEAN  
SCORE 
% % % % 
 
 
% MS 
SLAs can add value to an organisation’s core business  0.00 11.11 0.00 55.56 33.33 4.11 
  
The analysis in Table 21 focuses on those respondents who are utilising SLA’s in 
their organisations. A mean score of 4.11 indicates that respondents ‘agree’ that SLAs 
can add value to an organisation’s core business. This profile means that organisations 
should start implementing SLAs to realize added value to their organisations’ core 
business.  
 
4.1.4.5 Benefits of SLAs in general 
Respondents were requested to indicate to what extent they agree with the benefits of 
SLAs listed in Table 22. The categories are coded as follows: ‘strongly disagree’=1; 
‘disagree’=2; ‘neutral’=3; ‘agree’=4; ‘strongly agree’=5. 
 
Table 22: Benefits of SLAs  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CODE 
 
BENEFITS 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 M
EA
N
  
SC
O
RE
 
RA
N
K 
% % % % % 
 
MS 
 
 
R 
1 
 
Improved and continuous 
improvement of service delivery 
0.00 0.00 0.00 22.22 77.78 4.78 1= 
2 
 
Alignment of services with business 
objectives 
0.00 0.00 0.00 22.22 77.78 4.78 1= 
3 
 
Alignment of services with current 
quality standards and 
performance measures 
0.00 0.00 0.00 22.22 77.78 4.78 1= 
4 
Improved communication and 
effectiveness of organisation’s 
goals 
 
0.00 
 
5.56 
 
0.00 
 
44.44 
 
50.00 
4.39  4 
 
Table 22 shows that the benefits of SLAs in organisations are: ‘improved and 
continuous improvement of service delivery; ‘alignment of services with business 
objectives’ and ‘alignment of services with current quality standards and performance 
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measures’ (MS all=4.8, ranked 1st). The results show that the benefits mentioned 
above are as a result of utilising SLAs in organisations. This profile means that 
selecting the right approach to providing FM services will ensure the delivery of 
satisfactory outcomes and therefore optimize added value.  
 
4.2. INTERPRETATION/DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
The interpretation is for the responses to questions found in Appendix 2 (Research 
Questionnaire). The majority of respondents are employed as consultants followed by 
those employed in private organisations for both provinces (Appendix 3: Table 
23).This shows a diversity of organisations of employment and opinion. 
 
The study shows that there is no specific title currently being used for the FM 
discipline (Appendix 3: Table 24). Most of the responses came from respondents who 
hold management positions as shown in Appendix 3 (Table 24). This means that the 
responses were from high-ranking individuals who make strategic decisions in their 
respective organisations and this adds to the quality of the research findings.  
The respondents seem to be working in more than one area of work (Appendix 3: 
Table 25). The areas of work are scattered and this suggests that these areas form part 
of the scope of FM, as the scope is not clearly defined. The majority of the 
respondents (61%) from both provinces believe that the scope of FM is not clearly 
defined (Table 8). These results are in agreement with Chan (2006:online) who 
believes that FM itself can sometimes be misleading given its breadth and very wide 
scope of works that it attempts to accomplish, in the long and short term.  Very few 
respondents are working in the area concerned with environmental issues and this is a 
worrying factor as it would have been interesting to determine the role of FM in this 
area of work.  
 
The quality of the responses may be perceived as questionable as most responses 
came from the less experienced category (0-5 years), as shown in Appendix 3 (Table 
26), and this might affect the reliability and validity of the conclusions to be drawn 
from the research findings. 
  
The Mpumalanga Province shows a better response rate (44%) as compared to that of 
Gauteng Province (40%)(Table 5).  
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4.3. TESTING OF HYPOTHESES 
 
4.3.1 Hypothesis 1: The scope and nature of FM is not clearly defined to ensure 
a thorough awareness and understanding thereof. 
 
The first objective of the study was to define FM, its scope and nature to provide an 
in-depth overview and understanding of the discipline. 
|The findings reveal that the scope of FM is not clearly defined (Table 8). However, 
the results also show that there is an understanding and knowledge of FM (Table 6).    
 
This hypothesis is therefore partially supported. 
 
4.3.2 Hypothesis 2: Facilities management is not adequately supported by top 
management within organisations  
 
The second objective of the study was to discuss the strategies to be adopted by FM 
for it to gain support from top management. 
 
Respondents’ perceptions about top management indicate that ‘FM does not add value 
to the organisation’s core business’ and ‘FM is an expensive overhead’. This shows 
that FM is not being fully supported by top management as shown in Table 11.  
The findings also reveal that FM has to adopt a number of strategies for it to be 
recognized and gain support from top management (Table 12).  
 
The findings also show that FM is moderately incorporated in organisations. The 
majority of the respondents incorporating FM in their organisations agree with the 
benefits afforded by FM (Table 10). Most of these respondents are from middle and 
lower management levels. There seems to be a gap between top management and 
middle and lower management’s perceptions of FM.  
 
The hypothesis is therefore supported given that top management still has negative 
perceptions about FM. 
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4.3.3 Hypothesis 3: There is no development and efficient implementation of 
quality management systems to ensure that effective FM services are 
being provided to an organisation  
 
The third objective of the study was to identify the importance of quality management 
in enhancing the value of FM in an organisation. 
 
The hypothesis was tested by evaluating the responses to the following questions:  
 
Are there any benefits in linking quality management to FM services (Section 
4.3.3.1)? 
It was concluded from the responses received that there are benefits in linking quality 
management to FM (Table 13). 
 
Can effective implementation of quality management systems enhance the value of 
FM (Section 4.3.3.2)? 
The results revealed that effective implementation of quality management systems can 
enhance the value of FM (Table 14).  
 
What is quality management’s contribution to the organisation’s performance 
(Section 4.3.3.3)? 
The results revealed that quality management ensures FM performance management 
that is linked to core business outputs, organisational strategy, service delivery, 
control of resources, supply chain management, culture and change management 
which are all the strategies related to adding value to an organisation’s core business 
(Table 16). 
 
What benefits could be achieved as a result of linking quality management to FM 
(Section 4.3.3.4)? 
The results showed that linking FM with quality management ensures customer 
satisfaction as the highest ranking benefit, ranked 1st. This is evident from the mean 
score of 4.68 which means that most respondents strongly agree with this statement. 
The other benefits as a result of linking FM with quality are ‘benchmarking in FM to 
ensure continual performance improvements’(mean score of 4.58, ranked 2nd); 
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‘performance management in order to improve performance levels in an organisation 
(mean score of 4.56, ranked 3rd)’; ‘sustainability in FM to ensure business continuity 
(mean score of 4.43, ranked 4th)’ and ‘increased service quality by means of 
performance management and measurement (mean score of 4.40, ranked 5th)’ (Table 
15).  
 
What is the performance rating of FM where quality management is implemented 
(Section 4.3.3.5)? 
These results revealed that FM is performing at acceptable levels with regards to 
customer satisfaction when FM performance is linked to core business outputs and 
FM service delivery is also performing at acceptable levels. FM seems not to be 
performing well under supply chain management and this is another research avenue 
that needs to be explored further (Table 17). 
 
The hypothesis is rejected as the general view is that organisations have developed 
and implemented quality management systems to ensure that effective FM services 
are being provided to their organisations.  
 
4.3.4 Hypothesis 4: Service levels of organisations can improve if SLAs are 
established.   
 
The fourth objective of this study was to discuss how SLAs can be utilised to enhance 
the value of FM within the organisation. 
The hypothesis was tested by evaluating the responses to the following questions:  
 
Are SLAs utilised in your organisation? (Section 4.3.4.1)  
Only 29% of the respondents are utilising SLAs in their organisations (Table 18). This 
shows that there is a need to educate organisations more about the significance of 
SLAs. 
 
Is there a link between SLAs and FM? (Section 4.3.4.2)  
The results showed that there is a link between SLAs and FM (Table 19). 
 
Do SLAs improve performance levels of FM in your organisation? (Section 4.3.4.3) 
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The results showed that SLAs do improve performance levels of FM in those 
organisations that utilise SLAs (Table 20). 
 
Can SLAs add value to an organisation’s core business? (Section 4.3.4.4) 
The results showed that SLAs do add value to an organisation’s core business (Table 
21). 
Do respondents agree with listed benefits of SLAs? (Section 4.3.4.5) 
The results also showed that the benefits of SLAs in organisations are: ‘improved and 
continuous improvement of service delivery; ‘alignment of services with business 
objectives’ and ‘alignment of services with current quality standards and performance 
measures’ with a mean score of 4.78 each, ranked 1st as shown in Table 22. The other 
benefit is ‘improved communication and effectiveness’ with a mean score of 4.39, 
ranked 2nd .These benefits are as a result of utilising SLAs in organisations. 
 
The hypothesis is therefore supported as the majority of respondents who have 
established SLAs in their organisations have benefited from it in various aspects of 
their businesses.  
 
4.4 SUMMARY 
This chapter presented the results of the quantitative research that investigated 
whether FM services add value to an organisation’s core business.  The hypotheses 
were tested indicating whether the results supported or rejected the hypotheses. The 
summary of the salient findings in relation to the objectives of the study are explored 
in the following chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
5.1 SUMMARY 
The responses from both provinces show that there is an understanding and knowledge of FM 
(Table 6). This shows that FM covers and integrates a very broad scope of processes, 
services, activities and facilities.  
 
It is evident from this survey that FM is about the management of processes of facility 
functions in an integrated way. Therefore it can be concluded that FM is not only the 
attendance of facility functions within an organization that are managed individually by an 
existing department. The important criterion of FM is the integration of the processes of the 
facility functions which are managed by a separate FM department. The study also showed 
that all practitioners from the real estate and the construction industry are probably practicing 
FM, or a part thereof, though their involvement and perceptions may be quite different 
(Tables 23, 24 and 25).  
 
With regards to the scope of FM, the survey revealed that the majority of the responses were 
from individuals who are working in facilities and property management related fields and 
are familiar with the items that should be incorporated into the scope of FM (Table 7). In 
general, the scope of FM is not clearly defined (Table 8), it is evident from the responses 
received that all the support services not directly related to the core business, automatically 
form part of the scope of FM (Table 7b). Furthermore, this survey has shown that facilities 
managers come from a variety of backgrounds and disciplines (Appendix 3: Table 23), which 
makes it a challenge to obtain automatic recognition.  
 
The survey also reveals that FM services are moderately incorporated into the majority of 
organisations (Table 9).  
 
The highest ranked perceptions of top management about FM, as shown in Table 11, are:  
 FM does not add any value to the organisation's core business; and 
 FM is an expensive overhead. 
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It is evident from this study that for FM to be embraced and supported by top management, it 
has to adopt certain strategies of which the following 12 were ranked highest (Table 12): 
develop strategies for the organisation’s FM; 
 understand and work towards the organisation’s goals and objectives; 
 ensure sustainability in FM services; 
 provide superior quality service; 
 project defined and improved levels of service, linking service to the organisation’s  
culture and facilitate organisational change; 
 understand FM market and how it is developing; 
 become involved in strategic planning; 
 keep abreast with technology and new ideas; 
 minimise risk to the organisation’s future; 
 successfully control and minimise costs; 
 emergency preparedness to ensure business continuity; and 
 link the FM strategy to the business strategy. 
 
These results are in line with Then and Tan (2006:342 online) that understanding the business 
needs is fundamental in the application of FM knowledge to achieve business performance. 
Effective business delivery relies on robust FM processes that lead to clear specifications of 
service levels and effective monitoring of the actual performance of supporting assets and 
services. The need for alignment between knowledge, practice and performance is at the heart 
of effective practice of facilities and asset management. FM practice may not always be 
aligned with performance measures that reflect the contribution of building facilities to 
business outcomes. Such a framework helps to assist FM execution to continuously align 
with, and focus on the performance measures against which assets will be assessed in terms 
of their contribution of desired business outcomes.  
 
When considering linking FM with quality management, it was deduced that there is a benefit 
in linking quality management to FM services and effective implementation of quality 
management can add value to FM in organisations (Tables 13 and 14). The benefits of linking 
FM to quality management have been listed in the order of highest ranking (1) to the lowest 
ranking (6) as follows (Table 15):  
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 customer satisfaction; 
 benchmarking in FM to ensure continual performance improvements; 
 performance management in order to improve performance levels in an organisation; 
 sustainability in FM to ensure business continuity; 
 increased service quality by means of performance management and measurement; 
and 
 Cost savings 
 
These results are in agreement with the view of Then and Tan (2006:340 online) that FM has 
various strategies to improve FM services performance and ultimately business facilities 
performance are being influenced by and impacted by: 
 widespread outsourcing of FM to varying degrees and using a number of procurement 
models; 
 an increased demand in exploiting technology and knowledge management 
applications in the design and management of modern facilities and workplaces; and 
 an increased focus on buildings as a business resource and methods for measuring 
facility performance that reflect business goals. 
 
In Table 16, quality management is viewed as the resource which ensures the following 
benefits, ranked in order of importance (highest first):  
 performance management of FM is linked to core business outputs;  
 business strategy;  
 control of resources; 
 service delivery; 
 supply chain management;  
 organisational culture; and  
 change management.  
 
This means that quality management that is implemented effectively can contribute positively 
to FM and therefore add value to an organisation’s core business. 
 
The performance rating of FM is higher in the following areas, as shown in Table 17. The 
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performance areas are listed according to the order of highest to lowest ranking (1 to 4) as 
follows: 
 customer satisfaction; 
 performance management of FM linked to core business outputs; 
 service delivery; and 
 change management. 
It is evident from these results that for FM to add value to an organisation, it has to conform 
to the above-mentioned standards. 
 
With regards to the extent of utilisation of SLAs, only 29% of the respondents agreed that 
SLAs are being utilised in their organisations (Table 18).  This is a worrying factor. How do 
the rest of the organisations monitor quality aspects in their contracts and how do they 
maintain good relationships between the client and the service provider? 
 
Out of those respondents that utilise SLAs in their organisations, the general view is that 
there is a link between SLAs and FM, as shown in Table 19. SLAs are also believed to be 
playing a big role in improving the performance levels of FM (Table 20) and are adding value 
to an organisation’s core business (Table 21). 
 
This means that for FM to add value to an organisation’s core business, there has to be an 
effective implementation of quality management systems to support it and SLAs have to be 
adopted in order for these to add value to FM’s performance levels (Tables 19, 20, 21). 
 
The benefits of SLAs (Table 22), when utilised in organisations, are listed in the order of the 
highest to the lowest ranking as follows: 
 Improved and continuous improvement of service delivery;  alignment of services 
with business objectives and alignment of services with current quality standards and 
performance measures  
 improved communication and effectiveness  
 
5.2 CONCLUSIONS 
The first objective of the study was to define FM, its scope and nature to provide an in-depth 
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overview and understanding of the discipline. The findings revealed that there is an 
understanding and knowledge of FM. The findings also revealed that the scope of FM is not 
clearly defined.  
 
The second objective of the study was to discuss the strategies to be adopted by FM for it to 
gain support from top management. The perceptions of top management about FM are that 
‘FM does not add value to the organisation’s core business and FM is an expensive 
overhead’. This shows that FM is not sufficiently being supported by top management. The 
findings also revealed that FM has to adopt a number of strategies for it to be recognized and 
gain support from top management. The findings also showed that FM is moderately 
incorporated into organisations.  
 
The third objective of the study was to identify the importance of quality management in 
enhancing the value of FM in an organisation. It was concluded from the responses received 
that there are benefits in linking quality management to FM. The results revealed that 
effective implementation of quality management systems can enhance the value of FM. The 
results also revealed that quality management ensures FM performance management that is 
linked to core business outputs, organisational strategy, service delivery, control of resources, 
supply chain management, culture and change management which are all the strategies 
related to adding value to an organisation’s core business. The results showed that linking 
FM to quality management ensures customer satisfaction as the highest ranked benefit. This 
is evident from the mean score of 4.68 which indicated that most respondents strongly agreed 
with the statement. The other benefits as a result of linking FM to quality are ‘benchmarking 
in FM to ensure continual performance improvements’; ‘performance management in order 
to improve performance levels in an organisation’; ‘sustainability in FM to ensure business 
continuity’  and ‘increased service quality by means of performance management and 
measurement’. The results revealed that FM is performing at acceptable levels with regards to 
customer satisfaction when FM performance is linked to core business outputs and FM 
service delivery is also performing at acceptable levels. FM seems not to be performing well 
under supply chain management and this is another research avenue that needs to be explored 
further.  
 
The fourth objective of this study was to discuss how SLAs can be utilised to enhance the 
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value of FM within the organisation. Only 29% of the respondents are utilising SLAs in their 
organisations. This shows that there is a need to educate organisations more about the 
significance of SLAs. The results showed that there is a link between SLAs and FM and that 
SLAs improve performance levels of FM in those organisations that utilise SLAs. The results 
also showed that SLAs do add value to an organisation’s core business and that there were a 
number of benefits in utilising SLAs in organisations.  
 
5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 
5.3.1 Recommendations relating to the outcome of the study 
The study aimed at exploring the value added by FM services within an organisation’s core 
business by way of obtaining and evaluating the perceptions of customers about FM and its 
role in the organisation, the understanding of it as a discipline and its scope. While exploring 
the value of FM the focus of the study was also on perceptions and support of FM by top 
management. Quality management, how it relates to FM performance and the extent of 
utilisation of SLAs to enhance the value of FM were also explored. 
 
Results of investigations into the clear definition of the scope of FM and understanding of 
FM as a discipline revealed that the scope of FM is not clearly defined, as it is just a clutter of 
all supporting services in the majority of organisations. There is no set and defined scope but 
only that all the soft services supporting services tend to be associated with FM. The 
understanding of the definition of FM is generally the same. 
 
Results of investigations into the perception that FM is not embraced and supported by top 
management within an organisation revealed that there are conflicting views about the lack of 
support of FM by top management. The majority of the organisations have not incorporated 
FM in their organisations. Therefore, there is generally a strong view that FM needs to be 
highly incorporated for it to gain recognition and support. The majority of the respondents 
incorporating FM in their organisations agreed with the benefits afforded by FM. There are 
various strategies that FM needs to adopt for it to be gradually recognised as a discipline in 
its own right and to start gaining credence within organisations. The perceptions of top 
management are proven to be true for those organisations that are at a lower level in terms of 
incorporation of FM in their organisations. 
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The results of investigations into the lack of development and efficient implementation of 
quality management systems to ensure that effective FM services are being provided to an 
organisation revealed that organisations have developed and implemented quality 
management system that are linked to FM in their respective organisations. In addition to 
this, the results revealed that there are benefits in linking quality management to FM services 
and effective implementation of quality management systems can enhance the value of FM. 
Amongst the benefits that the study identified, customer service ranked the highest and cost 
savings the lowest. These strategies will assist FM to be supported and embraced by top 
management. 
 
Quality management systems should be linked to facilities management in order to increase 
service levels and ensure that FM is linked to business objectives and outputs. In an effort to 
increase service levels in FM services, benchmarking should be adopted to increase the 
values of FM and to ensure that the FM service is in line with the best practices. 
 
SLAs should be established to ensure alignment of services with organisations current quality 
standards and performance measures, business objectives and to ensure improved and 
continuous improvement of service delivery. 
 
5.3.2 Recommendations for further study 
It is recommended that an investigation be conducted to determine whether there are any 
plans to set-up a regulating body or council that will ensure a formal learning environment 
for FM. This council will determine the curriculum for undergraduate studies in FM, post 
graduate studies in FM and policies, rules and regulations governing the profession. 
Currently, facilities managers are professionals in the construction, property and finance 
spheres and are not necessarily trained or possess formal qualifications in FM. This will 
ensure uniformity and improved quality of service provided by FM. SAFMA is an association 
that provides an advisory service to its members in terms of networking events, establishing 
contacts overseas and keeping up to date on local and international FM trends and does not 
necessarily regulate the provision of services by FM practitioners. 
 
FM seems not to be performing well under supply chain management and control of 
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resources is another research avenue that needs to be explored further.  
 
Very few respondents seem to be working in the area concerned with environmental issues 
and this is a worrying factor as it would have been interesting to determine the role of 
facilities management in this area of work. This is another area of research which needs to be 
explored further to establish the root cause of the said situation. 
 
 Only a few organisations are utilising SLAs and those organisations have reaped some 
benefits. It is recommended that the depth of the benefits afforded by implementing SLAs in 
organisations be explored further to assist those organisations that are still not utilising SLAs. 
  
In an effort to increase service levels in FM services, it is recommended that an investigation 
be conducted to determine whether benchmarking should be adopted in order to increase the 
values of FM and to ensure that the FM service is in line with the best practices. 
 
 - 77 -
REFERENCE LIST 
 
Alexander, K. 2003. The United Kingdom: Local Authority FM in the UK. Nordic 
Journal of Surveying and Real Estate Research– Special Series, vol. 1.Chapter 6. 
[online] Available from: http://www.ojs.tsv.fi/./1706.  [Accessed 23 November 
2009]. 
Amaratunga, D. & Baldry, D. 2003. Conceptual framework to measure facilities 
management performance, Property Management, vol.21, pp.171-189. 
Amaratunga, D., Baldry, D., Chaminda, P. & Richard, H. 2008. Knowledge 
management practices in facilities organisations: a case study. Journal of 
Facilities management. vol 6 No.1. Emerald Group Publishing Ltd. pp. 522. 
[online] Available from: http://www.emeraldinsight.com/1472-5967.htm 
[Accessed 26 August 2009]. 
Asiabaka, I. P. 2008. The need for Facilities Management in Schools in Nigeria. New 
York Science Journal. [online] Available from: http:www.sciencepub.org, 
ISSN1554-0200. pp. 10-21. [Accessed 30 March 2009]. 
Atkin, B. 2003. Part 1: Different ways of contracting facilities service: Contracting 
out or managing services in-house. Nordic Journal of Surveying and Real Estate 
Research – Special Series, vol. 1.pp.18-32. [online] Available from: 
http://www.ojs.tsv.fi/./1702. [Accessed 18 December 2009]. 
Atkin, B. & Brooks, A. 2005. Total facilities management. (2nded). Oxford: Blackwell 
Publishing Ltd. 
Atkin, B. & Leiringer, R.2006 Enabling technology for outsourced facilities 
management. ITcon. vol. 11 , Brooks and Lilley. pp.685-695. 
Barret, P. & Baldry, D. 2003. Facilities Management, Towards Best Practice. 
Blackwell Publishing, 2nd edition (ISBN: 0-632-06445-5). 
British Institute of Facilities Management.2003. Facilities Management introduction. 
pp.1-2. [online] Available from: http://www.bifm.org.uk/bifm/about/facilities 
[Accessed 01 September 2006]. 
BOMI International. 2002a. Facilities management defined. [online] Available from: 
http://www.fmlink.com/ProResources/HowTo/article.cgi?BOMI%20International
:ho. Accessed [18 March 2009]. 
BOMI International. 2002b. The many hats of facilities managers. [online] Available 
from:  
 - 78 -
http://www.fmlink.com/ProfResources/HoeTo/article.cgi?BOMIInternational:ho.
[ Accessed 18March 2009]. 
Caprio, K. 2009. A brief discussion of three important quality management concepts. 
EPA Quality Management conferences. San Antonio. Texas. [online] Available 
from: http://www.epa.org.za. [Accessed 21 November 2009]. 
Chan, D. 2006. The role of FM in Hong Kong and vital standards to ensure high 
service quality. RFP Magazine. pp. 14. [online] Available from: 
http://www.fmlink.com/ProfResources/Magazines/article.cgi?RFP:rfp072507c.ht
ml. [Accessed 5 July 2010]. 
Cloete, C. E. 2002. Introduction to Facilities Management. Sandton: South Africa. 
Pretoria.     The South African Property Education Trust. pp. 8-160. 
Connors, P. 2003. Innovation Process and Innovativeness in Facility Management 
organisations. Comparative Case Study. [online] Available from: 
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/10.1108/0263. [Accessed 15 May 2008]. 
Cooper, D. R. & Schindler, P. S. 2003. Business Research Methods. McGraw-
Hill/Irwin .pp.253-256 [online] Available from: 
http://www.ujdigispace.uj.ac.za:8080/dspace/bitstream/.../8/C%20Chapter%2006.
pdf.[Accessed 15 July 2010]. 
Cunneen, P .2006. Performance management- an overview. vol. 12, no.1, 12 January, 
pp. 42-43. [online] Available from: 
http://www.cipd.co.uk/subjects/perfmangmt/general/perfman.htm. [Accessed 04 
November 2010]. 
Eaton, D.2002. Benchmarking. Best Value in Construction. RICS Foundation. 
Blackwell Science Ltd. ISBN0-05611-8. [online] Available from: 
http://www.1insaat.com/uploads/trbblogs/pdfs4/413471234507694649.pdf. 
[Accessed 14 July 2010]. 
European Committee for Standardisation. 2005. Facility Management Agreements: 
Guidance on how to prepare Facility Management agreements. [online] Available 
from: http://www.iwi-iuk.org/./fischer_cen.pdf. [Accessed 22 March 2009]. 
EuroFM.2002. What is FM? - The past, present and future of FM in Europe. [online] 
Available from: http://www.eurofm.org/about-us/what-is-fm/. [Accessed 29 
October 2010]. 
 - 79 -
Fasset. 2004. Implementing Quality Management Systems: Quality Management 
System for SETAs and ETQAs, Revision D. pp.1-24. [online] Available from: 
http://www.fasset.org.za . [Accessed 23 November 2009]. 
Freeman, J. 2010. Benefits of facilities management. [online] Available from: 
http://www.ezinearticles.com/?Benefits-of-facilities-management&id=4022806. 
[Accessed 05 July 2010]. 
Frost & Sullivan. 2008. Facilities Management in South Africa.pp.1-124. [online] 
Available from: http://www.researchandmarkets.com/reporting. [Accessed 16 
May 2009]. 
Gliem, J. A. & Gliem, R. R. 2003. Calculating, Interpreting, and Reporting 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient for Likert-Type Scales. Midwest 
Research to Practice Conference in Adult, Continuing, and Community 
Education. pp.82-88. 
Grimshaw, R. 2003. FM: the professional interface, Facilities vol. 21, no.3 pp.50-57. 
Hinks, J. 2002. Best Value in construction–Facilities management. Blackwell Science 
Ltd. [online] Available from:  
http://www.1insaat.com/uploads/trbblogs/pdfs4/413471234507694649.pdf. 
[Accessed 14 July 2010]. 
Kamarazaly, M. A. 2007. Outsourcing versus in-house Facilities Management: 
Framework for value adding selection. Unpublished MPhil Thesis, Institute of 
Technology and Engineering College of Sciences. Massey University, New 
Zealand.pp.1-97. 
Kerlinger, F. N. & Lee, H. B. 2000. Foundations of behavioural research, 4th ed.. 
Holt, NY: Harcourt College Publishers. [online] Available from: 
http://inform.nu/Articles/Vol11/ISJv11p017-033Ellis486.pdf [Accessed 15 July 
2010]. 
La Riviere, W. 2006.Facilities Management: a purchasing perspective. [online] 
Available from: http://www.ifma.org/ what_ is_ fm/ index. Cfm. [Accessed 20 
March 2008]. 
Leedy, P. D. & Ormrod, J. E.2005. Practical Research Planning and Design, 8th 
edition, Upper Saddle River, Pearson Prentice Hall.pp.89-179. 
Lindholm, A. L. 2005. Public facilities management in local government: 
International experiences. Unpublished Thesis, Helsinki University of 
 - 80 -
Technology: Department of surveying. Institute of Real Estate studies, Finland. 
pp.1-109. [online] Available from: 
http://www.tkk.fi/Yksikot/Kiinteisto/julkaisut/verkkojulkaisut/julkaisuB113.pdf  
[Accessed 12 July 2010]. 
Mainelli, M. 2006. Benchmarking Facilities Management. FM Magazine. [online] 
Available from: http://www.safma.org/documents/public/workplaceviolence.plg. 
[Accessed 17 December 2008]. 
Marenjak, S. 2007. Facilities Management. PPP Knowledge centre (HIMK). Dundee 
University and Whole Life Consultants Ltd.pp.1-10. 
McNaughton, B. 2007.Facilities management: The Strategic Enabler to your 
business. Sandton Convention Centre. [online] Available from: 
http://www.eprop.co.za/news/article.aspx. [Accessed 20 March 2008]. 
Murray, M. 2008. Benchmarking overview. [online] Available from: 
http://www.beims.com/fm_news/white_papers/FM_brief_overview.pdf. 
[Accessed 03 August 2010].  
Mustapa, S. A. H. B. S. & Adnan, H. 2008. Facilities Management Challenges and 
Opportunities in the Malaysian Property Sector. Department of Quantity 
Surveying, Faculty of Architecture, Planning & Surveying Universiti Teknologi 
MARA, Shah Alam, Selangor. Malaysia. Journal of Sustainable Development. 
pp.79-85.http.www.ccsernet.org/journal.html. [Accessed 02 July 2010]. 
National report. 2000. Improving the management of support services in higher 
education. Scottish Higher Education Funding Council. [online] Available from: 
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/2000/00_14.doc. [Accessed 16 May 2009]. 
Roberts, P. 2001. Corporate competence in FM: Current problems and issues. 
Facilities, 19(7/8), pp.269275. [online] Available from: 
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/journals.htm?articleid=1454585&show=pdf. 
[Accessed 16 November 2009]. 
Sapri, M. & Pitt, M.2005.Performance measurement in facilities management. State of 
Knowledge.pp.432-440. [online] Available from: 
http://www.arcom.ac.uk/publications/procs//ar200504310440_Sapri_and_Pitt.pdf 
[Accessed 18March 2009]. 
Sarkis, J. 2001, Benchmarking for agility, Benchmarking: An international Journal, 
vol.8,no.2,pp.88107. [online] Available from: 
 - 81 -
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/journals.htm?articleid=843021&show=abstract. 
[Accessed 18March 2009]. 
Service Level Agreements. 2009. Service Level Agreements: Clarifying the concept. 
Articles on establishing Service Level Agreements. Randolph, Mass., USA. 
[online] Available from: http://www.nkarten.com/sla.html.  pp. 1-12 [Accessed 
18 December 2009]. 
Shohet, M. I. & Lavvy, S. 2004. Development of an integrated healthcare facilities 
management model. Facilities.vol.22,5/6, pp.129-140. 
http://www.fmlink.com/ProfResources/Magazines/article.cgi?Facilities 
Emerald:face… [Accessed 18 March 2009]. 
Smith, A. & Pitt, M. 2006. Facilities management quality and user satisfaction in 
outsourced services. [online] Available from: 
http://www.ljmu.ac.uk/BLT/BUE_Docs/07AndrewSmith.pdf. [18 March 2009]. 
Somorova, V. 2007. The task of the Facility Management in Real Estate Development 
.VADYBA/ Management. 3-4(16-17).pp.95-96 
Then, D. S. S. & Tan, T. H. 2006. Aligning facilities management performance to 
business needs – An exploratory model linking FM performance to business 
performance. Proceedings of Trondheim CIBW70 International 
Symposium.pp.340-349. [online] Available from: 
http://www.bse.polyu.edu.hk/programmes/MScFM/pdf/DTCIBW702006Then&T
an.pdf.  [Accessed 20 April 2009].  
Timm, R. 2010.Facilities management-earning the right to drive strategy. [online] 
Available from: http//www.fmmagazine.com.au/publications/122-blank.html 
[Accessed 29 October 2010]. 
Usher, N. 2004. Outsource or in-house facilities management: The Pros and Cons. 
Journal of Facilities Management, 2(4); ABI/INFORM Global; pp.351-359. 
[online] Available from: 
http://www.entrepreneur.com/tradejournals/article/161397760_5.html. [Accessed 
25 October 2009]. 
Van Ree, J. H. & McLennan, P. 2006. FM service quality indicators – benefiting 
supplier and customer. Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference of the 
CRC for Construction Innovation: Clients Driving Innovation: Moving Ideas into 
Practice. 12-14 March, Gold Coast Australia. pp.1-15. [online] Available from: 
http://www.eprints.ucl.ac.uk/13173/1/13173.pdf. [Accessed 25 October 2009]. 
 - 82 -
Van Wagenberg, A. F. 2003. The Netherlands: Facility Management in Dutch 
Municipalities. Nordic Journal of Surveying and Real Estate Research – Special 
Series, vol. 1.Chapter 7. [online] Available from: http://www.ojs.tsv.fi/.../1552. 
[Accessed 20 April 2009]. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 - 83 -
 
APPENDIX 1: QUESTIONNAIRE COVERING LETTER 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
RESEARCH SURVEY: AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE VALUE ADDED BY FACILITIES 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES TO AN ORGANISATION’S CORE BUSINESS 
 
I am a Master’s student in the Faculty of Engineering, the Built Environment and Information 
Technology at the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University (NMMU) conducting research under the 
supervision of Professor Fanie Buys. I am researching the value added by facilities management 
services to an organisation’s core business. This study seeks to define the scope of facilities 
management to provide an in-depth overview an understanding of facilities management in order for it 
to gain support from senior management. It is also the objective of this study to identify the importance 
of quality management and service level agreements in enhancing the value of facilities management.  
 
To meet the objectives of the research, the attached questionnaire has been carefully designed and will 
take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete. It would be highly appreciated if the completed 
questionnaire would be returned via e-mail: relul@eskom.co.za or fax: 086 660 2991 on or before 20 
August 2010. You are assured that your responses will be treated with strictest confidentiality and will 
be used solely for the purpose of the research. The findings of the research will be made available on 
request. 
 
Yours sincerely 
Lona Relu  
Tel: 017 615 2403 Fax: 086 660 2991 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 - 84 -
APPENDIX 2: QUESTIONNAIRE 
AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE VALUE ADDED BY FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES TO AN ORGANISATION’S CORE BUSINESS 
 
INSTRUCTIONS TO COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 Please respond to all the questions in the questionnaire and provide honest and reliable 
answers; 
 Please take note of the fact that, in terms of this study, there are no correct or incorrect 
answers; 
 For multiple choice questions, please tick the option that is relevant to you or your 
organisation; 
 You are required to provide as much information as possible where requested; 
 This questionnaire is divided into five sections namely; Section, A, B, C, D and E which deal 
with demographic information of the respondent, the scope of facilities management, support 
of facilities management by top management, the link between facilities management and 
quality management and the link between service level agreements and facilities management 
respectively; 
 You may remain anonymous when responding to this questionnaire; and 
 Approximately 10- 15 minutes is required to respond to this questionnaire. 
 
SECTION A: DEMOGRAPHIC BACKGROUND 
 
1. Where are you currently employed? 
  
Item No. Respondents place of employment  
1 As a supplier who sells products or services to facilities managers  
2 As a consultant  
3 An employee in a public or government organisation  
4 In a facilities group that supports a large organisation or institution  
5 In an organisation that provides facility services to another organisation (e.g. an outsource provider)  
6 An employee in a private organisation  
7 As an educator  
8 Other: Please specify: __________________________________  
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2. Kindly indicate your position in your organisation (Mark the appropriate option) 
 
  
Item No. Position of respondent in their organisation  
1 Facilities Manager  
2 Head of Property and facilities   
3 Services Manager  
4 Director  
5 Administrative assistant  
6 Head of Facilities  
7 Projects and Facilities Manager  
8 Facilities Account Manager  
9 Supervisor  
10 Senior Facilities Manager  
11 Engineer  
12 Facilities and purchasing Manager  
13 Technician  
14 Manager-facilities and support services  
15 Manager  
16 Facilities Officer  
17 Specialist  
18 Other: Please specify: __________________________________  
 
3. Which of the following describe your area of work? (Mark with an 'X' next to the most 
appropriate option). 
 
Item No. Area of work  
1 People management  
2 Managing support services  
3 Procurement  
4 Information Management  
5 Working with suppliers and specialists  
6 Customer service  
7 Risk Management  
8 Property portfolio management  
9 Environmental issues  
10 Financial Management  
11 Building fabric maintenance  
12 Space management  
13 Quality Management  
14 Other: Please specify: __________________________________________  
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4. Kindly indicate the level of experience in your organisation. (Mark with an 'X' next to the 
appropriate option) 
 
Item No. Length of experience  
1 <5yrs  
2 6-10yrs  
3 11-15yrs  
4 >15yrs  
 
 
5. In which province is your company located? 
 
Item No. Location of company  
1 Gauteng province  
2 Mpumalanga province  
 
 
SECTION B: SCOPE OF FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 
 
6. Which of the following description(s) best describe the term ‘facilities management’ in your 
opinion? 
 
Item No. Description  
1 FM is a technical function concerned with maintaining the practical utility of the physical infrastructure to ensure it supports the core activity of an organisation.  
2 
FM is an economic function concerned with ensuring the efficient use of 
physical resources functions concerned with the forward planning of physical 
infrastructure resources to support organisational development and reduce risk.  
 
3 FM is a social function concerned with ensuring that the physical infrastructure of work meets the legitimate needs of users within their organisational role  
4 FM is a service function concerned with the provision of non-core support services.  
5 FM is a professional function with social responsibility for people in the work place.  
 All of the above  
 
7. Which of the items listed below, form part of the scope of facilities management in your 
organisation? (Mark the most relevant function(s) with an ‘X’) 
  
Event management  Emergency management  Environment/   Disaster recovery  
Life Cycle costing  Complaint handling  Contract administration  
Asset 
register/tracking  
Financial control  Disposal  Purchasing  Property management  
Support services 
management 
 Space planning  Furniture management  business continuity  
Lease management  Fleet management  Food or catering services  sustainability  
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Programming 
requirements 
 Construction 
management  
Project 
management    
Safety and health 
 Records retention 
and document 
management 
 
Ongoing 
maintenance 
management 
   
 
 
8 What other items, in your opinion, would form part of the scope of facilities management? 
(list them below) 
 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
9. Do you think the scope of facilities management in your organisation is clearly defined? 
 
Ite
m
 N
o.
 
Response 
Ra
tin
g 
1 Yes 1 
2 No 2 
3 I do not know 3 
 
10. Facilities management scope is divided into three, Strategic FM, Operational FM and General 
Services. Please rate the level of importance as follows: (Rate by means of the following 
semantic scale: 1=Not important; 2= Little importance; 3=Neutral; 4=Important; 5=Very 
important. 
Ite
m
 N
o.
 
Item 
Ve
ry
 
im
po
rta
nt
 
(V
I) 
Im
po
rta
nt
 
(I)
 
N
eu
tra
l (
N
) 
Lit
tle
 
im
po
rta
nc
e 
(L
I) 
N
ot
 
im
po
rta
nt
 
(N
I) 
1 
 Strategic FM 5 4 3 2 1 
2 Operational FM 5 4 3 2 1 
3 General Services 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
 
 
SECTION C: SUPPORT FROM SENIOR MANAGEMENT 
 
11. To what extent does your company incorporate facilities management services in its 
operations? Please rate the level of importance as follows:  
 
  
Ite
m
 N
o.
 
Response 
Ra
tin
g 
1 Great extent 5 
2 Moderate 4 
3 Neutral 3 
4 Very little 2 
5 Not at all 1 
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12. To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding facilities management? 
(Rate by means of the following semantic scale: 1=strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3=neutral; 
4=agree; 5=strongly agree)  
 
  
Ite
m
 N
o.
 
Item 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
Di
sa
gr
ee
 
N
eu
tra
l 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
ag
re
e 
1 FM has a positive impact on the organisation’s competitiveness. 1 2 3 4 5 
2 FM is a resource that enables the organisation to function. 1 2 3 4 5 
3 FM delivers effective management of an organisation’s assets. 1 2 3 4 5 
4 FM enhances an organisation’s identity and image. 1 2 3 4 5 
5 FM makes a positive impact on the organisation's productivity and financial bottom-line. 1 2 3 4 5 
6 FM adds value to the organisation’s core business 1 2 3 4 5 
7 FM provides a competitive edge to an organisation. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
13. Which of the following statements would you agree to be the perceptions of top management 
in your organisation about facilities management? (Mark with an' X' next to the appropriate 
option/s) 
  
Ite
m
 Statement  
1 FM does not add any value to the organisation's core business.  
2 FM is just an operational function.  
3 FM fails business needs.  
4 FM is costly to operate.  
5 FM is an expensive overhead  
 
 
14. How important are the following strategies to be adopted by facilities management (and 
facilities managers) in order for its value to be appreciated and supported by top management 
in your organisation? Please rate the level of importance as follows: 5 (VI)=Very important; 4 
(I)=Important; 3 (N)= Neutral; 2 (LI)= Of little importance; 1 (NI)Not important;  
Ite
m
 N
o.
 
Strategies 
VI I N LI NI 
1 Adopt a customer-service orientation. 5 4 3 2 1 
2 Link FM strategy to the overall business strategy 5 4 3 2 1 
3 Communicate frequently and pro-actively 5 4 3 2 1 
4 Minimising risk to the organisation’s future 5 4 3 2 1 
5 Understand and work towards the organization's goals 
and mission  5 4 3 2 1 
6 Become involved in strategic planning. 5 4 3 2 1 
7 Demonstrate positive financial impacts, be proactive, 
emphasize long-range planning, and stress non-
traditional skills. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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8 Understand the facilities management market and how 
it is developing 5 4 3 2 1 
9 Successfully control and minimize costs. 5 4 3 2 1 
10 Manage broadening diversity in the workforce. 5 4 3 2 1 
11 Emergency preparedness to ensure business continuity. 5 4 3 2 1 
12 Develop strategies for the organisation’s facilities 
management 5 4 3 2 1 
13 Keep abreast with technology and new ideas. 5 4 3 2 1 
14 Provide superior quality service 5 4 3 2 1 
15 Ensure sustainability in FM services 5 4 3 2 1 
16 Project defined and improved levels of service, linking 
service to the institution’s organisational culture, to 
facilitate organisational change. 
5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
15. In your organisation, how would you rate the level of importance of the following functional 
areas of facilities management? Relative importance ratings: 5 (VI)=Very important; 4 
(I)=Important; 3 (N)= Neutral; 2 (LI)= Of little importance; 1 (NI)Not important. 
 
 
 
Ite
m
 
N
o.
 
Functional areas of FM VI I N LI NI 
1 Strategic Management 5 4 3 2 1 
2 Operational Management 5 4 3 2 1 
3 Property Development/ Project Management 5 4 3 2 1 
4 General Services 5 4 3 2 1 
 
 
 
SECTION D: LINK BETWEEN QUALITY MANAGEMENT AND FACILITIES  
           MANAGEMENT 
 
Please respond to the following questions regarding Quality Management: 
  
Ite
m
 N
o.
 
Question 
Ye
s 
To
 s
om
e 
ex
te
nt
 
N
o 
I d
on
’t 
kn
ow
 
16 Do you think there are any benefits in linking quality 
management to the facilities management services? Please 
indicate by means of 'X' next to the appropriate option. 
3 2 1 0 
17 Do you think effective implementation of quality management 
systems would enhance the value of facilities management in 
your organisation? 
3 2 1 0 
 
  
18. To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding the benefits of linking 
facilities management with quality in your organisation? (Rate by means of the following 
semantic scale: 1=strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3=neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree)  
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Ite
m
 N
o.
 
 
Statement 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
Di
sa
gr
ee
 
N
eu
tra
l 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
ag
re
e 
1 Sustainability in FM to ensure business continuity 1 2 3 4 5 
2 Performance management in order to improve performance levels in an organisation 1 2 3 4 5 
3 Cost Savings 1 2 3 4 5 
4 Customer satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 
5 Increased service quality by means of performance management and measurement 1 2 3 4 5 
6 Benchmarking in FM to ensure continual performance improvements 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
19. To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding quality management’s 
contribution to an organisation’s performance? (Rate by means of the following semantic 
scale: 1=strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3=neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree)  
  
Ite
m
 
N
o.
 
Statement 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
Di
sa
gr
ee
 
N
eu
tra
l 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
ag
re
e 
1 Strategy 1 2 3 4 5 
2 Service delivery 1 2 3 4 5 
3 Culture 1 2 3 4 5 
4 Supply chain management 1 2 3 4 5 
5 Control of resources 1 2 3 4 5 
6 Change management 1 2 3 4 5 
7 FM performance management linked to core business 
outputs 1 2 3 4 5 
 
20. How would you rate the performance of FM in your organisation? (Rate by means of the 
following semantic scale: 1=Unsatisfactory; 2= Satisfactory; 3=Neutral; 4=Good; 
5=Excellent)  
 
 
  
Ite
m
 N
o 
Statement 
Un
sa
tis
-
fa
ct
or
y 
Sa
tis
fa
ct
or
y 
N
eu
tra
l 
G
oo
d 
Ex
ce
lle
nt
 
1 Customer satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 
2 Service delivery 1 2 3 4 5 
3 Culture 1 2 3 4 5 
4 Supply chain management 1 2 3 4 5 
5 Control of resources 1 2 3 4 5 
6 Change management 1 2 3 4 5 
7 FM performance management linked to core business outputs 1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION E: LINK BETWEEN SERVICE LEVEL AGREEMENTS AND FACILITIES 
MANAGEMENT 
 
To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding Service Level Agreements? (Rate 
by means of the following semantic scale: 1=strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3=neutral; 
4=agree; 5=strongly agree)  
 
 
 
 
N
o 
Item 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
Di
sa
gr
ee
 
N
eu
tra
l 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
ag
re
e 
21 Service Level Agreements are utilised in our organisation 1 2 3 4 5 
22 There is a link between Service Level Agreements and facilities management 1 2 3 4 5 
23 
I think Service Level Agreements play a vital role in 
improving the performance levels of facilities 
management providers in our organisation 
1 2 3 4 5 
24 I think SLA's can add value to an organisation's core business. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
25. To what extent do you agree with the following benefits regarding Service Level Agreements 
in your organisation? (Rate by means of the following semantic scale: 1=strongly disagree; 2= 
disagree; 3=neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree)  
 
Ite
m
 N
o 
Item 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
Di
sa
gr
ee
 
N
eu
tra
l 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
ag
re
e 
1 Improved communication and effectiveness 1 2 3 4 5 
2 Improved and continuous improvement of service delivery 1 2 3 4 5 
3 Alignment of services with business objectives 1 2 3 4 5 
4 Alignment of services with current quality standards and performance measures 1 2 3 4 5 
  
APPRECIATION 
 
Thank you for your time. Kindly fax the completed questionnaire to 086 660 2991, Attention Mrs Lona  
Relu or e-mail to relul@eskom.co.za. For any comments in relation to the contents or any additional 
information or advice, please contact the researcher on Tel: 017 615 2403 or Cell: 0825813636; e-mail: 
relul@eskom.co.za 
 
OPTIONAL 
 
Name:  
Organisation:  
Job Title:  
Email Address:  
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APPENDIX 3 – ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
4.1.5 Demographic information 
The demographic information of respondents is divided into 5 sections:   
 Respondents’ employment category; 
 position of respondent in their organisation; 
 area of respondent’s work; 
 level of experience and position in current organisation; and 
 province where each respondent is located. 
 
4.1.5.1 Respondents’ current employment  
The employment categories are coded as follows: 
 
Table 23: The employment categories  
C
O
DE
 
RESPONDENT'’S PLACE OF 
EMPLOYMENT 
RE
SP
O
N
SE
S 
G
P 
RE
SP
O
N
SE
S 
M
P 
TO
TA
L 
G
P+
M
P 
G
P 
M
P 
TO
TA
L 
G
P+
M
P 
%
 G
P 
%
 M
P 
%
 TO
TA
L 
RA
N
KI
N
G
 
1 Consultant 42 20  62 12 9 21 28.57 45.00 33.87 1 
2 Employee in a private organisation. 42 20  62 8 8 16 19.05 40.00 25.81 2 
3 
Supplier who sells products or services to 
facilities managers 42 20  62 8 0 8 19.05 0.00 12.90 3= 
4 
Employee  in an organisation that 
provides facilities management services 
to another organisation (e.g. an 
outsource provider) 42 20  62 8 0 8 19.05 0.00 12.90 3= 
5 
Employee in a public or government 
organisation 42 20  62 4 3 7 9.52 15.00 11.29 5 
6 
Employee in a facilities management 
group that supports a large organisation 
or institution 42 20  62 2 0 2 4.76 0.00 3.23 6 
7 Educator 42 20  62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 7= 
8 
Other: Please specify: 
__________________________________ 42 20  62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 7= 
 
 
This profile shows that the majority of respondents are employed as consultants (ranked 1st); ‘employee 
in private organisations’ (ranked 2nd); ‘employed by supplier who sells products or services to facilities 
managers’ and ‘employee  in an organisation that provides facilities management services to another 
organisation’ (both ranked 3rd) ; ‘employee in a public or government organisation’ (ranked 5th);  and 
‘employee in a facilities management group that supports a large organisation or institution’ (ranked  
6th) . 
 
This profile shows a diversity of organisations of employment and opinion. 
4.1.5.2 Position of respondent in organisation  
The positions of respondents in organisations are coded as follows: 
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Table 24: Position of respondent in organisation 
C
O
DE
 
 
 
 
 
 
POSITION  R
ES
PO
N
SE
S 
G
P 
RE
SP
O
N
SE
S 
M
P 
TO
TA
L  
G
P+
M
P 
G
P 
M
P 
TO
TA
L G
P+
M
P 
%
 G
P 
%
M
P 
%
 TO
TA
L 
RA
N
KI
N
G
 
1 Services Manager 42 20 62 4 8 12 9.52 40.00 19.35 1 
2 Manager 42 20 62 8 0 8 19.05 0.00 12.90 2 
3 Projects and Facilities Manager 42 20 62 4 2 6 9.52 10.00 9.68 3= 
4 Senior Facilities Manager 42 20 62 6 0 6 14.29 0.00 9.68 3= 
5 Facilities Officer 42 20 62 4 2 6 9.52 10.00 9.68 3= 
6 
Facilities Maintenance Manager 
(Technical services) 42 20 62 2 4 6 4.76 20.00 9.68 3= 
7 Facilities Manager 42 20 62 2 2 4 4.76 10.00 6.45 7= 
8 Head of Property and facilities  42 20 62 4 0 4 9.52 0.00 6.45 7= 
9 
Senior Consultant Facilities 
Management (PPP) 42 20 62 4 0 4 9.52 0.00 6.45 7= 
10 Associate Director 42 20 62 2 0 2 4.76 0.00 3.23 10= 
11 Director 42 20 62 2 0 2 4.76 0.00 3.23 10= 
12 Facilities and purchasing Manager 42 20 62 0 2 2 0.00 10.00 3.23 10= 
13 Administrative assistant 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 13= 
14 Head of Facilities 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 13=
15 Facilities Account Manager 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 13=
16 Supervisor 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 13=
17 Engineer 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 13=
18 Technician 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 13=
19 
Manager-facilities and support 
services 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 13=
20 Specialist 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 13=
 
Table 24 shows that the highest number of responses from both provinces, come from respondents who 
hold positions of ‘service manager’ in their organisations (ranked 1st); ‘manager’ (ranked 2nd); ‘projects 
and facilities manager’; ‘senior facilities manager’; ‘facilities officer’; ‘facilities maintenance manager’ 
(ranked 3rd);  ‘facilities manager’; ‘head of property and facilities’; ‘senior consultant facilities 
management (PPP)’ (all, ranked 7th) and the lowest being ‘associate director’, ‘director’, and ‘facilities 
and purchasing manager’ (all ranked 10th). 
 
This profile means that the responses are from high-ranking individuals who make strategic decisions 
in their respective organisations. Their responses should therefore be reliable and valid. This profile 
adds to the quality of the research findings.  
 
4.1.5.3 Area of work 
The area of work of respondents is shown in Table 3 below: 
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Table 25: Area of work 
C
O
DE
 
AREA OF WORK  
RE
SP
O
N
SE
S 
G
P 
RE
SP
O
N
SE
S 
M
P 
TO
TA
L 
 
G
P+
M
P 
G
P 
M
P 
TO
TA
L 
G
P+
M
P 
%
 G
P 
%
M
P 
%
 TO
TA
L 
RA
N
KI
N
G
 
1 Managing support services 42 20 62 18 15 33 42.86 75.00 53.23 1= 
2 Customer service 42 20 62 16 17 33 38.10 85.00 53.23 1= 
3 Procurement 42 20 62 6 20 26 14.29 100.00 41.94 3 
4 Risk Management 42 20 62 7 18 25 16.67 90.00 40.32 4 
5 Building fabric maintenance 42 20 62 19 4 23 45.24 20.00 37.10 5 
6 Cleaning and Hygiene 42 20 62 19 3 22 45.24 15.00 35.48 6 
7 Space management 42 20 62 18 2 20 42.86 10.00 32.26 7= 
8 Quality Management 42 20 62 18 2 20 42.86 10.00 32.26 7= 
9 Property portfolio management 42 20 62 19 0 19 45.24 0.00 30.65 9= 
10 Landscaping and Indoor plants 42 20 62 19 0 19 45.24 0.00 30.65 9= 
11 Catering Canteen and Refreshments 42 20 62 19 0 19 45.24 0.00 30.65 9= 
12 Environmental issues 42 20 62 9 3 12 21.43 15.00 19.35 12 
13 Working with suppliers and specialists 42 20 62 8 3 11 19.05 15.00 17.74 13= 
14 Financial Management 42 20 62 8 3 11 19.05 15.00 17.74 13= 
15 People management 42 20 62 0 8 8 0.00 40.00 12.90 15= 
16 Information Management 42 20 62 2 5 7 4.76 25.00 11.29 16 
 
Table 25 shows that the majority of respondents work in more than one area. Fifty three percent of 
respondents are ‘managing support services’ and ‘customer service’ (both ranked 1st) followed by 
procurement (ranked 3rd), ‘risk management’ (ranked 4th), ‘building and fabric maintenance’ (ranked 
5th), ‘cleaning and hygiene’ (ranked 6th), ‘space management and quality management’ (both ranked 
7th), ‘catering and refreshments’ , ‘landscaping and indoor plants’ and ‘property portfolio management’ 
(all ranked 9th), ‘environmental issues’ (ranked 12th), ‘working with suppliers’ and ‘financial 
management’ (both ranked 13th), ‘people management’ (ranked 15th) and the lowest being ‘information 
management’ (ranked 16th) .  
 
The areas of work seem to be scattered and this suggests the scope of FM is not clearly defined. Very 
few respondents are working in the area concerned with environmental issues and this is a worrying 
factor as it would have been interesting to determine the role of FM in this area of work.  
 
4.1.5.4 Length of experience  
The length of experience of respondents is shown in Table 4 below: 
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Table 26: Length of experience in current position 
C
O
DE
 
LEVEL OF EXPERIENCE  
RE
SP
O
N
SE
S 
G
P 
RE
SP
O
N
SE
S 
M
P 
TO
TA
L 
 
G
P+
M
P 
G
P 
M
P 
TO
TA
L 
G
P+
M
P 
%
 G
P 
%
M
P 
%
 TO
TA
L 
RA
N
KI
N
G
 
1 <5yrs 42 20 62 32 16 48 76.19 80.00 77.42 1 
2 6-10yrs 42 20 62 10 4 14 23.81 20.00 22.58 2 
3 11-15yrs 42 20 62 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 3 
 
Table 26 shows that 77% of respondents have less than 5 years experience in their current organisation 
and are probably less experienced in the facilities management and property related fields. The 
remaining 23% of respondents have between 6 to 10 years experience in their organisation and in the 
FM sphere.  
 
This profile means that the quality of the responses received is questionable due to the fact that most 
responses are from the less experienced category (less than 5 years experience) and this might affect 
the reliability and validity of the conclusions to be drawn from the research findings. 
 
4.1.5.5 Response rate analysis  
Table 27: Response rate analysis 
CODE PROVINCE Responses  No 
Response 
% 
1 Gauteng province (GP) 42 67.74 
2 Mpumalanga province (MP) 20 32.25 
3 Both Provinces 62 100.00 
 
Table 27 shows that out of the 62 responses received from both provinces, 42 respondents are located 
in Gauteng (68%), while 20 respondents are located in Mpumalanga (32%). Of the total questionnaires 
sent out to people in Gauteng (105), only 42 responses were received representing a 40% response rate. 
Of the total questionnaires sent out to people in Mpumalanga (45), only 20 responses were received, 
representing a response rate of 44%.  
 
This section of demographic information provided an overview of the respondents’ location, work 
experience, area of work and position held; this information is for future reference should further 
research be conducted on this topic. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX 4: QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS AND DESCRIPTIVE STATS
(SPREADSHEETS ATTACHED)
QUESTION 9
Do you think the scope of facilities management in your organisation is clearly defined?
GP MP BOTH
1 Yes 15 9 24
2 No 27 11 38
3
I do not know
TOTAL 
RESPONSES 42 20 62
Categories 1 2 3
GP 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62
GP 15 27 0
MP 9 11 0
GP & MP 24 38 0
%
GP 36% 64% 0% 100%
MP 45% 55% 0% 100%
GP & MP 38.71% 61.29% 0.00% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency RespondentsGP MP BOTH GP MP
1 15 1 1 1 1
2 27 2 1 1 1 Mean 1.6428571 Mean 1.55
3 3 1 1 1 Standard Error 0.0748318 Standard Error 0.114133
4 1 1 1 Median 2 Median 2
5 1 1 1 Mode 2 Mode 2
More 0 6 1 1 1 Standard Deviation 0.4849656 Standard Deviation 0.510418
7 1 1 1 Sample Variance 0.2351916 Sample Variance 0.260526
8 1 1 1 Kurtosis -1.7007407 Kurtosis -2.18261
MP 9 1 1 1 Skewness -0.6186006 Skewness -0.21769
Bin Frequency 10 1 2 1 Range 1 Range 1
1 9 11 1 2 1 Minimum 1 Minimum 1
2 11 12 1 2 1 Maximum 2 Maximum 2
3 13 1 2 1 Sum 69 Sum 31
14 1 2 1 Count 42 Count 20
15 1 2 1
More 0 16 2 2 1 BOTH
17 2 2 1
18 2 2 1 Mean 1.6129032
19 2 2 1 Standard Error 0.062365
20 2 2 1 Median 2
21 2 1 Mode 2
22 2 1 Standard Deviation 0.4910624
23 2 1 Sample Variance 0.2411423
24 2 1 Kurtosis -1.8344893
25 2 2 Skewness -0.4751603
26 2 2 Range 1
27 2 2 Minimum 1
28 2 2 Maximum 2
29 2 2 Sum 100
30 2 2 Count 62
31 2 2
32 2 2
33 2 2
34 2 2
35 2 2
36 2 2
37 2 2
38 2 2
39 2 2
40 2 2
41 2 2
42 2 2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
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QUESTION 10
Facilities management scope is divided into three, Strategic FM, Operational FM and General Services. Please rate the level of importance as follows: 
STRATEGIC FM
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 24 2 26
Important (I) 4 8 10 18
Neutral (N) 3 3 2 5
 little importance (LI) 2 7 6 13
Not important (NI) 1 0 0
TOTAL
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 7 3 8 24
MP 0 6 2 10 2
GP & MP 0 13 5 18 26
%
GP 0% 17% 7% 19% 57% 100%
MP 0% 30% 10% 50% 10% 100%
GP & MP 0% 21% 8% 29% 42% 100%
GP Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
Bin Frequency 1 2 2 2
1 0 2 2 2 2 Mean 4.166666667 Mean 3.4
2 7 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.176810911 Standard Error 0.233959061
3 3 4 2 2 2 Median 5 Median 4
4 10 5 2 2 2 Mode 5 Mode 4
5 2 6 2 2 2 Standard Deviation 1.145865668 Standard Deviation 1.046296728
More 0 7 2 3 2 Sample Variance 1.31300813 Sample Variance 1.094736842
8 3 3 2 Kurtosis -0.425369744 Kurtosis -1.2785706
9 3 4 2 Skewness -1.057240078 Skewness -0.318583939
MP 10 3 4 2 Range 3 Range 3
Bin Frequency 11 4 4 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
1 1 12 4 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
2 5 13 4 4 2 Sum 175 Sum 68
3 2 14 4 4 3 Count 42 Count 20
4 12 15 4 4 3
5 0 16 4 4 3
More 0 17 4 4 3 BOTH
18 4 4 3
19 5 5 4 Mean 3.919354839
20 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.147781742
21 5 4 Median 4
22 5 4 Mode 5
23 5 4 Standard Deviation 1.163634598
24 5 4 Sample Variance 1.354045479
25 5 4 Kurtosis -1.027734973
26 5 4 Skewness -0.677163691
27 5 4 Range 3
28 5 4 Minimum 2
29 5 4 Maximum 5
30 5 4 Sum 243
31 5 4 Count 62
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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OPERATIONAL FM CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 11 0 11
Important (I) 4 18 2 20
Neutral (N) 3 0 10 10
Of little importance (LI) 2 10 2 12
Not important (NI) 1 3 6 9
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 3 10 0 18 11
MP 6 2 10 2 0
GP & MP 9 12 10 20 11
%
GP 7% 24% 0% 43% 26% 100%
MP 30% 10% 50% 10% 0% 100%
GP & MP 15% 19% 16% 32% 18% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 3 1 1 1 1
2 10 2 1 1 1 Mean 3.571428571 Mean 2.4
3 0 3 1 1 1 Standard Error 0.202030509 Standard Error 0.233959061
4 18 4 2 1 1 Median 4 Median 3
5 11 5 2 1 1 Mode 4 Mode 3
More 0 6 2 1 1 Standard Deviation 1.309307341 Standard Deviation 1.046296728
7 2 2 1 Sample Variance 1.714285714 Sample Variance 1.094736842
8 2 2 1 Kurtosis -0.940501876 Kurtosis -1.2785706
MP 9 2 3 1 Skewness -0.642678299 Skewness -0.318583939
Bin Frequency 10 2 3 2 Range 4 Range 3
1 6 11 2 3 2 Minimum 1 Minimum 1
2 2 12 2 3 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 4
3 10 13 2 3 2 Sum 150 Sum 48
4 2 14 4 3 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 0 15 4 3 2
More 0 16 4 3 2
17 4 3 2 BOTH
18 4 3 2
19 4 4 2 Mean 3.193548387
20 4 4 2 Standard Error 0.170293413
21 4 2 Median 3.5
22 4 3 Mode 4
23 4 3 Standard Deviation 1.340891674
24 4 3 Sample Variance 1.797990481
25 4 3 Kurtosis -1.14840959
26 4 3 Skewness -0.281989705
27 4 3 Range 4
28 4 3 Minimum 1
29 4 3 Maximum 5
30 4 3 Sum 198
31 4 3 Count 62
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 4
42 5 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 4
51 4
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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GENERAL SERVICES
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 0 0 0
Important (I) 4 25 12 37
Neutral 3 13 2 15
Of little importance (LI) 2 4 5 9
Not important (NI) 1 0 1 1
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 4 13 25 0
MP 1 5 2 12 0
GP & MP 1 9 15 37 0
%
GP 0% 10% 31% 60% 0% 100%
MP 5% 25% 10% 60% 0% 100%
GP & MP 2% 15% 24% 60% 0% 100%
GP Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
Bin Frequency 1 2 1 1
1 0 2 2 2 2 Mean 3.5 Mean 3.25
2 4 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.103649996 Standard Error 0.227977377
3 13 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 4
4 25 5 3 2 2 Mode 4 Mode 4
5 0 6 3 2 2 Standard Deviation 0.671728749 Standard Deviation 1.019545823
More 0 7 3 3 2 Sample Variance 0.451219512 Sample Variance 1.039473684
8 3 3 2 Kurtosis -0.094914873 Kurtosis -0.755245986
9 3 4 2 Skewness -1.013922781 Skewness -0.889781485
MP 10 3 4 2 Range 2 Range 3
Bin Frequency 11 3 4 3 Minimum 2 Minimum 1
1 1 12 3 4 3 Maximum 4 Maximum 4
2 5 13 3 4 3 Sum 147 Sum 65
3 2 14 3 4 3 Count 42 Count 20
4 12 15 3 4 3
5 0 16 3 4 3 BOTH
More 0 17 3 4 3
18 4 4 3 Mean 3.419354839
19 4 4 3 Standard Error 0.101673951
20 4 4 3 Median 4
21 4 3 Mode 4
22 4 3 Standard Deviation 0.800581491
23 4 3 Sample Variance 0.640930724
24 4 3 Kurtosis 0.169193034
25 4 3 Skewness -1.114495194
26 4 4 Range 3
27 4 4 Minimum 1
28 4 4 Maximum 4
29 4 4 Sum 212
30 4 4 Count 62
31 4 4
32 4 4
33 4 4
34 4 4
35 4 4
36 4 4
37 4 4
38 4 4
39 4 4
40 4 4
41 4 4
42 4 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 4
51 4
52 4
53 4
54 4
55 4
56 4
57 4
58 4
59 4
60 4
61 4
62 4
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SECTION C : SUPPORT FROM SENIOR MANAGEMENT
QUESTION 11
To what extent does your company incorporate facilities management services in its operations? Please rate the level of importance as follows:
CODE GP MP BOTH
Great extent 5 18 7 25
Moderate 4 14 9 23
I don't know 3 0 0 0
Very little 2 10 4 14
Not at all 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 10 0 14 18
MP 0 4 0 9 7
GP & MP 0 14 0 23 25
%
GP 0% 24% 0% 33% 43% 100%
MP 0% 20% 0% 45% 35% 100%
GP & MP 0% 23% 0% 37% 40% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 0 1 2 2 2
2 10 2 2 2 2 Mean 3.952380952 Mean 3.95
3 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.183375186 Standard Error 0.245753407
4 14 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 4
5 18 5 2 4 2 Mode 5 Mode 4
More 0 6 2 4 2 Standard Deviation 1.188407029 Standard Deviation 1.099042646
7 2 4 2 Sample Variance 1.412311266 Sample Variance 1.207894737
8 2 4 2 Kurtosis -0.86889543 Kurtosis -0.25431814
MP 9 2 4 2 Skewness -0.81973399 Skewness -0.94952911
Bin Frequency 10 2 4 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 4 4 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 4 12 4 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 4 2 Sum 166 Sum 79
4 9 14 4 5 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 7 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 3.951612903
19 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.146215107
20 4 5 4 Median 4
21 4 4 Mode 5
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.151298901
23 4 4 Sample Variance 1.325489159
24 4 4 Kurtosis -0.75147241
25 5 4 Skewness -0.83538634
26 5 4 Range 3
27 5 4 Minimum 2
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 245
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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QUESTION 12
Statement No.1:FM has a positive impact on the organisation’s competitiveness.
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 3 3
Neutral 3 4 4 8
Agree 4 20 6 26
Strongly agree 5 18 7 25
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 4 20 18
MP 0 3 4 6 7
GP & MP 0 3 8 26 25
%
GP 0% 0% 10% 48% 43% 100%
MP 0% 15% 20% 30% 35% 100%
GP & MP 0% 5% 13% 42% 40% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 3 2 2
2 2 3 2 2 Mean 4.333333333 Mean 3.85
3 4 3 3 2 2 Standard Error 0.100328535 Standard Error 0.24360235
4 20 4 3 3 3 Median 4 Median 4
5 18 5 4 3 3 Mode 4 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 3 3 Standard Deviation 0.65020322 Standard Deviation 1.08942283
7 4 3 3 Sample Variance 0.422764228 Sample Variance 1.18684211
8 4 4 3 Kurtosis -0.634734866 Kurtosis -1.0019212
MP 9 4 4 3 Skewness -0.455478898 Skewness -0.4877919
Bin Frequency 10 4 4 3 Range 2 Range 3
1 11 4 4 3 Minimum 3 Minimum 2
2 3 12 4 4 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 4 13 4 4 4 Sum 182 Sum 77
4 6 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 7 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.177419355
19 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.106688517
20 4 5 4 Median 4
21 4 4 Mode 4
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.840066226
23 4 4 Sample Variance 0.705711264
24 4 4 Kurtosis 0.270940836
25 5 4 Skewness -0.864621658
26 5 4 Range 3
27 5 4 Minimum 2
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 259
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding facilities management?
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Statement No.2:FM is a resource that enables the organisation to function.
Points GP MP BOTH
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 7 4 11
Neutral 3 3 3 6
Agree 4 14 6 20
Strongly agree 5 18 7 25
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 7 3 14 18
MP 0 4 3 6 7
GP & MP 0 11 6 20 25
%
GP 0% 17% 7% 33% 43% 100%
MP 0% 20% 15% 30% 35% 100%
GP & MP 0% 18% 10% 32% 40% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 7 2 2 2 2 Mean 4.023809524 Mean 3.8
3 3 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.168645954 Standard Error 0.25751852
4 14 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 4
5 18 5 2 3 2 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 2 3 2 Standard Deviation 1.092950699 Standard Deviation 1.15165784
7 2 3 2 Sample Variance 1.194541231 Sample Variance 1.32631579
8 3 4 2 Kurtosis -0.520291828 Kurtosis -1.1679116
MP 9 3 4 2 Skewness -0.872876238 Skewness -0.4869906
Bin Frequency 10 3 4 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 4 4 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 4 12 4 4 3 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 3 13 4 4 3 Sum 169 Sum 76
4 6 14 4 5 3 Count 42 Count 20
5 7 15 4 5 3
More 0 16 4 5 3 BOTH
17 4 5 3
18 4 5 4 Mean 3.951612903
19 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.140685448
20 4 5 4 Median 4
21 4 4 Mode 5
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.107758324
23 4 4 Sample Variance 1.227128503
24 4 4 Kurtosis -0.814660588
25 5 4 Skewness -0.724357701
26 5 4 Range 3
27 5 4 Minimum 2
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 245
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
- 102 -
Statement No.3:FM delivers effective management of an organisation’s assets.
Points GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 2 0 2
Agree 4 19 13 32
Strongly agree 5 21 7 28
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 2 19 21
MP 0 0 0 13 7
GP & MP 0 0 2 32 28
%
GP 0% 0% 5% 45% 50% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 65% 35% 100%
GP & MP 0% 0% 3% 52% 45% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 3 4 3
2 2 3 4 3 Mean 4.452380952 Mean 4.35
3 2 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.09146111 Standard Error 0.10942433
4 19 4 4 4 4 Median 4.5 Median 4
5 21 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 4
More 0 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.592735739 Standard Deviation 0.48936048
7 4 4 4 Sample Variance 0.351335656 Sample Variance 0.23947368
8 4 4 4 Kurtosis -0.582935718 Kurtosis -1.719457
MP 9 4 4 4 Skewness -0.545725613 Skewness 0.68116111
Bin Frequency 10 4 4 4 Range 2 Range 1
1 11 4 4 4 Minimum 3 Minimum 4
2 12 4 4 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 4 4 Sum 187 Sum 87
4 13 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 7 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.419354839
19 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.071059025
20 4 5 4 Median 4
21 4 4 Mode 4
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.559519322
23 5 4 Sample Variance 0.313061872
24 5 4 Kurtosis -0.885261263
25 5 4 Skewness -0.251180853
26 5 4 Range 2
27 5 4 Minimum 3
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 274
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.4:FM enhances an organisation’s identity and image.
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0
Disagree 2 0 3 3
Neutral 3 0 0
Agree 4 23 4 27
Strongly agree 5 19 13 32
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 23 19
MP 0 3 0 4 13
GP & MP 0 3 0 27 32
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 55% 45% 100%
MP 0% 15% 0% 20% 65% 100%
GP & MP 0% 5% 0% 44% 52% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 2 4
2 2 4 2 4 Mean 4.452380952 Mean 4.35
3 3 4 2 4 Standard Error 0.077731939 Standard Error 0.24360235
4 23 4 4 4 4 Median 4 Median 5
5 19 5 4 4 4 Mode 4 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.503760539 Standard Deviation 1.08942283
7 4 4 4 Sample Variance 0.253774681 Sample Variance 1.18684211
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -2.061186411 Kurtosis 1.27512243
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness 0.198507013 Skewness -1.6072032
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 3
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 2
2 3 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 187 Sum 87
4 4 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 13 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.419354839
19 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.093547475
20 4 5 4 Median 5
21 4 4 Mode 5
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.736593557
23 4 4 Sample Variance 0.542570069
24 5 5 Kurtosis 3.436908358
25 5 5 Skewness -1.619593932
26 5 5 Range 3
27 5 5 Minimum 2
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 274
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 2
44 2
45 2
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.5:FM makes a positive impact on the organisation's productivity and financial bottom-line.
Points GP MP BOTH
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 13 16 29
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 17 3 20
Strongly agree 5 12 1 13
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 13 0 17 12
MP 0 16 0 3 1
GP & MP 0 29 0 20 13
%
GP 0% 31% 0% 40% 29% 100%
MP 0% 80% 0% 15% 5% 100%
GP & MP 0% 47% 0% 32% 21% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 13 2 2 2 2 Mean 3.666666667 Mean 2.45
3 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.185623433 Standard Error 0.21119958
4 17 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 2
5 12 5 2 2 2 Mode 4 Mode 2
More 0 6 2 2 2 Standard Deviation 1.202977336 Standard Deviation 0.94451324
7 2 2 2 Sample Variance 1.447154472 Sample Variance 0.89210526
8 2 2 2 Kurtosis -1.366076059 Kurtosis 1.93009315
MP 9 2 2 2 Skewness -0.457665977 Skewness 1.82495816
Bin Frequency 10 2 2 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 2 2 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 16 12 2 2 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 2 2 2 Sum 154 Sum 49
4 3 14 4 2 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 1 15 4 2 2
More 0 16 4 2 2 BOTH
17 4 4 2
18 4 4 2 Mean 3.274193548
19 4 4 2 Standard Error 0.159602486
20 4 5 2 Median 4
21 4 2 Mode 2
22 4 2 Standard Deviation 1.256711228
23 4 2 Sample Variance 1.579323109
24 4 2 Kurtosis -1.722460141
25 4 2 Skewness 0.123548957
26 4 2 Range 3
27 4 2 Minimum 2
28 4 2 Maximum 5
29 4 2 Sum 203
30 4 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 4
42 5 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.6:FM adds value to the organisation’s core business
CODE GP MP BOTH
Strongly disagree 1 0 8 8
Disagree 2 3 9 12
Neutral 3 3 0 3
Agree 4 17 0 17
Strongly agree 5 19 3 22
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 3 3 17 19
MP 8 9 0 0 3
GP & MP 8 12 3 17 22
%
GP 0% 7% 7% 40% 45% 100%
MP 40% 45% 0% 0% 15% 100%
GP & MP 13% 19% 5% 27% 35% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 1 1
2 3 2 2 1 1 Mean 4.238095238 Mean 2.05
3 3 3 2 1 1 Standard Error 0.135505779 Standard Error 0.303271634
4 17 4 3 1 1 Median 4 Median 2
5 19 5 3 1 1 Mode 5 Mode 2
More 0 6 3 1 1 Standard Deviation 0.87817782 Standard Deviation 1.35627198
7 4 1 1 Sample Variance 0.771196283 Sample Variance 1.839473684
8 4 1 1 Kurtosis 0.98221918 Kurtosis 1.518999564
MP 9 4 2 2 Skewness -1.177993714 Skewness 1.588198826
Bin Frequency 10 4 2 2 Range 3 Range 4
1 8 11 4 2 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 1
2 9 12 4 2 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 0 13 4 2 2 Sum 178 Sum 41
4 0 14 4 2 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 3 15 4 2 2
More 0 16 4 2 2 BOTH
17 4 2 2
18 4 5 2 Mean 3.532258065
19 4 5 2 Standard Error 0.186421308
20 4 5 2 Median 4
21 4 3 Mode 5
22 4 3 Standard Deviation 1.467882851
23 4 3 Sample Variance 2.154680063
24 5 4 Kurtosis -1.212165116
25 5 4 Skewness -0.547493889
26 5 4 Range 4
27 5 4 Minimum 1
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 219
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.7:FM provides a competitive edge to an organisation.
Points GP MP BOTH
Strongly disagree 1 22 7 29
Disagree 2 13 8 21
Neutral 3 7 3 10
Agree 4 0 2 2
Strongly agree 5 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 3 3 17 19
MP 8 9 0 0 3
GP & MP 8 12 3 17 22
%
GP 0% 7% 7% 40% 45% 100%
MP 40% 45% 0% 0% 15% 100%
GP & MP 13% 19% 5% 27% 35% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 1 1 1
2 3 2 1 1 1 Mean 4.238095238 Mean 2.05
3 3 3 1 1 1 Standard Error 0.135505779 Standard Error 0.30327163
4 17 4 1 1 1 Median 4 Median 2
5 19 5 1 1 1 Mode 5 Mode 2
More 0 6 1 1 1 Standard Deviation 0.87817782 Standard Deviation 1.35627198
7 1 1 1 Sample Variance 0.771196283 Sample Variance 1.83947368
8 1 1 1 Kurtosis 0.98221918 Kurtosis 1.51899956
MP 9 2 2 2 Skewness -1.177993714 Skewness 1.58819883
Bin Frequency 10 2 2 2 Range 3 Range 4
1 8 11 2 2 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 1
2 9 12 2 2 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 0 13 2 2 2 Sum 178 Sum 41
4 0 14 2 2 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 3 15 2 2 2
More 0 16 2 2 2 BOTH
17 2 2 2
18 2 5 2 Mean 3.612903226
19 2 5 2 Standard Error 0.192886229
20 2 5 2 Median 4
21 3 3 Mode 5
22 3 3 Standard Deviation 1.518787682
23 3 3 Sample Variance 2.306716023
24 4 4 Kurtosis -1.26754298
25 4 4 Skewness -0.585060854
26 4 4 Range 4
27 4 4 Minimum 1
28 4 4 Maximum 5
29 4 4 Sum 224
30 4 4 Count 62
31 4 4
32 4 4
33 4 4
34 4 4
35 4 4
36 4 5
37 4 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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QUESTION 13
GP MP TOTAL
FM does not add any value to the 
organisation's core business. 34 16 50
No's 1
GP 42
MP 20
GP & MP 62
GP 34
MP 16
GP & MP 50
%
GP 81%
MP 80%
GP & MP 81%
FM is just an operational function.
GP MP TOTAL
0 0 0
No's 1
GP 42
MP 20
GP & MP 62
GP 0
MP 0
GP & MP 0
%
GP 0%
MP 0%
GP & MP 0%
FM fails business needs.
GP MP TOTAL
0 0 0
No's 1
GP 42
MP 20
GP & MP 62
GP 0
MP 0
GP & MP 0
%
GP 0%
MP 0%
GP & MP 0%
FM is costly to operate.
GP MP TOTAL
14 16 30
No's 1
GP 42
MP 20
GP & MP 62
GP 14
MP 16
GP & MP 30
%
GP 33%
MP 80%
GP & MP 48%
FM is an expensive overhead GP MP TOTAL
34 16 50
No's 1
GP 42
MP 20
GP & MP 62
GP 34
MP 16
GP & MP 50
%
GP 81%
MP 80%
GP & MP 81%
PERCEPTION RESPONSE GP GP TOTAL RESPONSE MP
MP 
TOTAL GP+MP
RESPONSES 
GP+MP GP % MP% %GP+MP
FM does not add any value to the 
organisation's core business. 34 42 16 20 62 50 81% 80% 81%
FM is just an operational function.
0 42 0 20 62 0 0% 0% 0%
FM fails business needs. 0 42 0 20 62 0 0% 0% 0%
FM is costly to operate. 14 42 16 20 62 30 33% 80% 48%
FM is an expensive overhead 34 42 16 20 62 50 81% 80% 81%
Which of the following statements would you agree to be the perceptions of top management in your organisation about facilities management? (Mark with
an' X' next to the appropriate option/s)
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QUESTION 14
Statement No.1:Adopt a customer-service orientation.
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 17 5 22
Important (I) 4 15 4 19
Neutral 3 0 0 0
 little importance (LI) 2 10 11 21
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 10 0 15 17
MP 0 11 0 4 5
GP & MP 0 21 0 19 22
%
GP 0% 24% 0% 36% 40% 100%
MP 0% 55% 0% 20% 25% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 33.87% 0.00% 30.65% 35.48% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 10 2 2 2 2 Mean 3.928571429 Mean 3.15
3 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.181594618 Standard Error 0.30153118
4 15 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 2
5 17 5 2 2 2 Mode 5 Mode 2
More 0 6 2 2 2 Standard Deviation 1.176867631 Standard Deviation 1.348488433
7 2 2 2 Sample Variance 1.385017422 Sample Variance 1.818421053
8 2 2 2 Kurtosis -0.866624677 Kurtosis -1.793783726
MP 9 2 2 2 Skewness -0.798409793 Skewness 0.414607266
Bin Frequency 10 2 2 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 4 2 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 11 12 4 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 4 2 Sum 165 Sum 63
4 4 14 4 4 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 5 15 4 4 2
More 0 16 4 5 2 BOTH
17 4 5 2
18 4 5 2 Mean 3.677419355
19 4 5 2 Standard Error 0.162239408
20 4 5 2 Median 4
21 4 2 Mode 5
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.277474372
23 4 4 Sample Variance 1.631940772
24 4 4 Kurtosis -1.565583288
25 4 4 Skewness -0.386628477
26 5 4 Range 3
27 5 4 Minimum 2
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 228
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
How important are the following strategies to be adopted by facilities management (and facilities managers) in order for its value to be appreciated and supported by top management in your organisation? Please rate the level of importance as
follows: 5 (VI)=Very important; 4 (I)=Important; 3 (N)= Neutral; 2 (LI)= Of little importance; 1 (NI)Not important; 0 (DK)= I don’t know.
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Statement No.2:Link FM strategy to the overall business strategy
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 14 11 25
Important (I) 4 18 7 25
Neutral 3 0 0 0
 little importance (LI) 2 10 2 12
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 10 0 18 14
MP 0 2 0 7 11
GP & MP 0 12 0 25 25
%
GP 0% 24% 0% 43% 33% 100%
MP 0% 10% 0% 35% 55% 100%
GP & MP 0% 19.35% 0.00% 40.32% 40.32% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 10 2 2 4 2 Mean 3.857142857 Mean 4.473684211
3 3 2 4 2 Standard Error 0.175673347 Standard Error 0.177184297
4 18 4 2 4 2 Median 4 Median 5
5 14 5 2 4 2 Mode 4 Mode 5
More 0 6 2 4 2 Standard Deviation 1.138493411 Standard Deviation 0.772328446
7 2 4 2 Sample Variance 1.296167247 Sample Variance 0.596491228
8 2 4 2 Kurtosis -0.831904867 Kurtosis 4.855383676
MP 9 2 5 2 Skewness -0.748017419 Skewness -1.924257973
Bin Frequency 10 2 5 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 4 5 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 2 12 4 5 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 162 Sum 85
4 7 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 19
5 11 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.016393443
19 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.141212167
20 4 4 Median 4
21 4 4 Mode 5
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.102902282
23 4 4 Sample Variance 1.216393443
24 4 4 Kurtosis -0.395142899
25 4 4 Skewness -0.958062628
26 4 4 Range 3
27 4 4 Minimum 2
28 4 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 245
30 5 4 Count 61
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
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Statement No.3:Communicate frequently and pro-actively
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 9 0 9
Important (I) 4 21 13 34
Neutral 3 0 0 0
little importance (LI) 2 12 7 19
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 12 0 21 9
MP 0 7 0 13 0
GP & MP 0 19 0 34 9
%
GP 0% 29% 0% 50% 21% 100%
MP 0% 35% 0% 65% 0% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 30.65% 0.00% 54.84% 14.52% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP 2
1 1 2 2 2
2 12 2 2 2 2 Mean 3.857142857 Mean 3.368421053
3 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.175673347 Standard Error 0.219122737
4 21 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 4
5 9 5 2 2 2 Mode 4 Mode 4
More 0 6 2 2 2 Standard Deviation 1.138493411 Standard Deviation 0.955133866
7 2 2 2 Sample Variance 1.296167247 Sample Variance 0.912280702
8 2 4 2 Kurtosis -0.831904867 Kurtosis -1.418552036
MP 9 2 4 2 Skewness -0.748017419 Skewness -0.862213603
Bin Frequency 10 2 4 2 Range 3 Range 2
1 11 2 4 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 7 12 2 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 4
3 13 4 4 2 Sum 162 Sum 64
4 13 14 4 4 2 Count 42 Count 19
5 0 15 4 4 2
More 0 16 4 4 2 BOTH
17 4 4 2
18 4 4 2 Mean 3.532258065
19 4 4 2 Standard Error 0.137434648
20 4 4 4 Median 4
21 4 4 Mode 4
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.082161497
23 4 4 Sample Variance 1.171073506
24 4 4 Kurtosis -1.199648818
25 4 4 Skewness -0.486762352
26 4 4 Range 3
27 4 4 Minimum 2
28 4 4 Maximum 5
29 4 4 Sum 219
30 4 4 Count 62
31 4 4
32 4 4
33 4 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 4
42 5 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 4
51 4
52 4
53 4
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.4:Minimising risk to the organisation’s future
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 25 9 34
Important (I) 4 17 8 25
Neutral 3 0 0 0
 little importance (LI) 2 0 3 3
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 17 25
MP 0 3 0 8 9
GP & MP 0 3 0 25 34
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 100%
MP 0% 15% 0% 40% 45% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 4.84% 0.00% 40.32% 54.84% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 2 2
2 2 4 2 2 Mean 4.595238095 Mean 4.15
3 3 4 2 2 Standard Error 0.076657252 Standard Error 0.232548806
4 17 4 4 4 4 Median 5 Median 4
5 25 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.496795772 Standard Deviation 1.039989878
7 4 4 4 Sample Variance 0.246806039 Sample Variance 1.081578947
8 4 4 4 Kurtosis -1.93238009 Kurtosis 0.709673892
MP 9 4 4 4 Skewness -0.402579915 Skewness -1.264127344
Bin Frequency 10 4 4 4 Range 1 Range 3
1 11 4 4 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 2
2 3 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 193 Sum 83
4 8 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 9 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 5 5 4 Mean 4.451612903
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.093911475
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.739459691
23 5 4 Sample Variance 0.546800635
24 5 4 Kurtosis 3.652016414
25 5 4 Skewness -1.713572767
26 5 4 Range 3
27 5 4 Minimum 2
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 276
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.5:Understand and work towards the organization's goals and mission 
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 30 15 45
Important (I) 4 12 5 17
Neutral 3 0 0 0
little importance (LI) 2 0 0 0
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 12 30
MP 0 0 0 5 15
GP & MP 0 0 0 17 45
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 29% 71% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 27.42% 72.58% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.714285714 Mean 4.75
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.070552114 Standard Error 0.099339927
4 12 4 4 4 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 30 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.457229957 Standard Deviation 0.444261658
7 4 5 4 Sample Variance 0.209059233 Sample Variance 0.197368421
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -1.085448718 Kurtosis -0.496732026
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.984187482 Skewness -1.250514297
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 5 5 4 Sum 198 Sum 95
4 5 14 5 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 15 15 5 5 4
More 0 16 5 5 4 BOTH
17 5 5 4
18 5 5 5 Mean 4.725806452
19 5 5 5 Standard Error 0.057118147
20 5 5 5 Median 5
21 5 5 Mode 5
22 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.44974874
23 5 5 Sample Variance 0.202273929
24 5 5 Kurtosis -0.955240944
25 5 5 Skewness -1.037616396
26 5 5 Range 1
27 5 5 Minimum 4
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 293
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.6:Become involved in strategic planning.
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 25 16 41
Important (I) 4 17 4 21
Neutral 3 0 0 0
little importance (LI) 2 0 0 0
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 17 25
MP 0 0 0 4 16
GP & MP 0 0 0 21 41
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.87% 66.13% 100%
100.00%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.595238095 Mean 4.8
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.076657252 Standard Error 0.091766294
4 17 4 4 4 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 25 5 4 5 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.496795772 Standard Deviation 0.410391341
7 4 5 4 Sample Variance 0.246806039 Sample Variance 0.168421053
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -1.93238009 Kurtosis 0.698529412
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.402579915 Skewness -1.624465724
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 193 Sum 96
4 4 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 16 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 5 5 4 Mean 4.661290323
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.060596141
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.477134493
23 5 5 Sample Variance 0.227657324
24 5 5 Kurtosis -1.563455974
25 5 5 Skewness -0.698615041
26 5 5 Range 1
27 5 5 Minimum 4
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 289
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.7:Demonstrate positive financial impacts, be proactive, emphasize long-range planning, and stress non-traditional skills.
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 14 7 21
Important (I) 4 16 9 25
Neutral 3 0 0 0
 little importance (LI) 2 12 4 16
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 12 0 16 14
MP 0 4 0 9 7
GP & MP 0 16 0 25 21
%
GP 0% 29% 0% 38% 33% 100%
MP 0% 20% 0% 45% 35% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 25.81% 0.00% 40.32% 33.87% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 12 2 2 2 2 Mean 3.761904762 Mean 3.95
3 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.186069823 Standard Error 0.245753407
4 16 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 4
5 14 5 2 4 2 Mode 4 Mode 4
More 0 6 2 4 2 Standard Deviation 1.205870272 Standard Deviation 1.099042646
7 2 4 2 Sample Variance 1.454123113 Sample Variance 1.207894737
8 2 4 2 Kurtosis -1.248464771 Kurtosis -0.25431814
MP 9 2 4 2 Skewness -0.567378863 Skewness -0.94952911
Bin Frequency 10 2 4 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 2 4 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 4 12 2 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 4 2 Sum 158 Sum 79
4 9 14 4 5 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 7 15 4 5 2
More 0 16 4 5 2 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 3.822580645
19 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.148185203
20 4 5 4 Median 4
21 4 4 Mode 4
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.166811454
23 4 4 Sample Variance 1.361448969
24 4 4 Kurtosis -1.036376218
25 4 4 Skewness -0.665955141
26 4 4 Range 3
27 4 4 Minimum 2
28 4 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 237
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 4
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.8:Understand the facilities management market and how it is developing
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 24 18 42
Important (I) 4 18 2 20
Neutral 3 0 0 0
 little importance (LI) 2 0 0 0
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 18 24
MP 0 0 0 2 18
GP & MP 0 0 0 20 42
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 43% 57% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 10% 90% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 32.26% 67.74% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.571428571 Mean 4.9
3 3 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.077285969 Standard Error 0.06882472
4 18 4 4 5 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 24 5 4 5 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.500870323 Standard Deviation 0.307793506
7 4 5 4 Sample Variance 0.25087108 Sample Variance 0.094736842
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -2.008386752 Kurtosis 7.037037037
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.299478714 Skewness -2.887939065
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 192 Sum 98
4 2 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 18 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.677419355
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.059852602
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 5 Mode 5
22 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.47127986
23 5 5 Sample Variance 0.222104707
24 5 5 Kurtosis -1.442288136
25 5 5 Skewness -0.778023204
26 5 5 Range 1
27 5 5 Minimum 4
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 290
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.9:Successfully control and minimize costs.
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 25 8 33
Important (I) 4 12 9 21
Neutral 3 0 0 0
little importance (LI) 2 5 3 8
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 5 0 12 25
MP 0 3 0 9 8
GP & MP 0 8 0 21 33
%
GP 0% 12% 0% 29% 60% 100%
MP 0% 15% 0% 45% 40% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 12.90% 0.00% 33.87% 53.23% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 5 2 2 2 2 Mean 4.357142857 Mean 4.1
3 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.151728058 Standard Error 0.228265773
4 12 4 2 4 2 Median 5 Median 4
5 25 5 2 4 2 Mode 5 Mode 4
More 6 4 4 2 Standard Deviation 0.983310203 Standard Deviation 1.020835571
7 4 4 2 Sample Variance 0.966898955 Sample Variance 1.042105263
8 4 4 2 Kurtosis 1.564037385 Kurtosis 0.691045932
MP 9 4 4 4 Skewness -1.59967116 Skewness -1.207171132
Bin Frequency 10 4 4 4 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 4 4 4 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 3 12 4 4 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 183 Sum 82
4 9 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 8 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 5 5 4 Mean 4.274193548
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.126309858
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.994564817
23 5 4 Sample Variance 0.989159175
24 5 4 Kurtosis 0.974199966
25 5 4 Skewness -1.410446038
26 5 4 Range 3
27 5 4 Minimum 2
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 265
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.10:Manage broadening diversity in the workforce.
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 14 8 22
Important (I) 4 8 5 13
Neutral 3 2 4 6
 little importance (LI) 2 18 3 21
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 18 2 8 14
MP 0 3 4 5 8
GP & MP 0 21 6 13 22
%
GP 0% 43% 5% 19% 33% 100%
MP 0% 15% 20% 25% 40% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 33.87% 9.68% 20.97% 35.48% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 18 2 2 2 2 Mean 3.428571429 Mean 3.9
3 2 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.2076998 Standard Error 0.25026302
4 8 4 2 3 2 Median 4 Median 4
5 14 5 2 3 2 Mode 2 Mode 5
More 6 2 3 2 Standard Deviation 1.346048547 Standard Deviation 1.119210248
7 2 3 2 Sample Variance 1.81184669 Sample Variance 1.252631579
8 2 4 2 Kurtosis -1.845643832 Kurtosis -1.079158307
MP 9 2 4 2 Skewness 0.033431186 Skewness -0.535591751
Bin Frequency 10 2 4 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 2 4 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 3 12 2 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 4 13 2 5 2 Sum 144 Sum 78
4 5 14 2 5 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 8 15 2 5 2
More 0 16 2 5 2
17 2 5 2 BOTH
18 2 5 2
19 3 5 2 Mean 3.580645161
20 3 5 2 Standard Error 0.163496284
21 4 2 Median 4
22 4 3 Mode 5
23 4 3 Standard Deviation 1.287371029
24 4 3 Sample Variance 1.657324167
25 4 3 Kurtosis -1.695000769
26 4 3 Skewness -0.160709031
27 4 3 Range 3
28 4 4 Minimum 2
29 5 4 Maximum 5
30 5 4 Sum 222
31 5 4 Count 62
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.11:Emergency preparedness to ensure business continuity.
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 26 13 39
Important (I) 4 9 2 11
Neutral 3 0 0 0
 little importance (LI) 2 7 5 12
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 7 0 9 26
MP 0 5 0 2 13
GP & MP 0 12 0 11 39
%
GP 0% 17% 0% 21% 62% 100%
MP 0% 25% 0% 10% 65% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 19.35% 0.00% 17.74% 62.90% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 7 2 2 2 2 Mean 4.285714286 Mean 4.15
3 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.17137049 Standard Error 0.2926737
4 9 4 2 2 2 Median 5 Median 5
5 26 5 2 2 2 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 6 2 4 2 Standard Deviation 1.110607706 Standard Deviation 1.308876577
7 2 4 2 Sample Variance 1.233449477 Sample Variance 1.713157895
8 4 5 2 Kurtosis 0.440143195 Kurtosis -0.742476665
MP 9 4 5 2 Skewness -1.389527851 Skewness -1.087927738
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 4 5 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 5 12 4 5 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 180 Sum 83
4 2 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 13 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 5 5 4
18 5 5 4 Mean 4.241935484
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.148472718
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 1.169075351
23 5 4 Sample Variance 1.366737176
24 5 5 Kurtosis -0.092669844
25 5 5 Skewness -1.25514846
26 5 5 Range 3
27 5 5 Minimum 2
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 263
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.12:Develop strategies for the organisation’s facilities management
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 42 20 62
Important (I) 4 0 0 0
Neutral 3 0 0 0
ittle importance (LI) 2 0 0 0
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 0 42
MP 0 0 0 0 20
GP & MP 0 0 0 0 62
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 5 5 5
2 2 5 5 5 Mean 5 Mean 5
3 3 5 5 5 Standard Error 0 Standard Error 0
4 4 5 5 5 Median 5 Median 5
5 42 5 5 5 5 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 6 5 5 5 Standard Deviation 0 Standard Deviation 0
7 5 5 5 Sample Variance 0 Sample Variance 0
8 5 5 5 Kurtosis Kurtosis
MP 9 5 5 5 Skewness Skewness
Bin Frequency 10 5 5 5 Range 0 Range 0
1 11 5 5 5 Minimum 5 Minimum 5
2 12 5 5 5 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 5 5 5 Sum 210 Sum 100
4 14 5 5 5 Count 42 Count 20
5 20 15 5 5 5
More 0 16 5 5 5
17 5 5 5 BOTH
18 5 5 5
19 5 5 5 Mean 5
20 5 5 5 Standard Error 0
21 5 5 Median 5
22 5 5 Mode 5
23 5 5 Standard Deviation 0
24 5 5 Sample Variance 0
25 5 5 Kurtosis
26 5 5 Skewness
27 5 5 Range 0
28 5 5 Minimum 5
29 5 5 Maximum 5
30 5 5 Sum 310
31 5 5 Count 62
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.13:Keep abreast with technology and new ideas.
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 25 13 38
Important (I) 4 17 7 24
Neutral 3 0 0 0
little importance (LI) 2 0 0 0
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 17 25
MP 0 0 0 7 13
GP & MP 0 0 0 24 38
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 35% 65% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 38.71% 61.29% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.595238095 Mean 4.65
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.076657252 Standard Error 0.109424331
4 17 4 4 4 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 25 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.496795772 Standard Deviation 0.489360485
7 4 4 4 Sample Variance 0.246806039 Sample Variance 0.239473684
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -1.93238009 Kurtosis -1.719457014
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.402579915 Skewness -0.681161115
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 193 Sum 93
4 7 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 13 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4
17 4 5 4 BOTH
18 5 5 4
19 5 5 4 Mean 4.612903226
20 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.062364984
21 5 4 Median 5
22 5 4 Mode 5
23 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.491062372
24 5 4 Sample Variance 0.241142253
25 5 5 Kurtosis -1.834489295
26 5 5 Skewness -0.475160279
27 5 5 Range 1
28 5 5 Minimum 4
29 5 5 Maximum 5
30 5 5 Sum 286
31 5 5 Count 62
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.14:Provide superior quality service
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 24 18 42
Important (I) 4 18 2 20
Neutral 3 0 0 0
little importance (LI) 2 0 0 0
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 18 24
MP 0 0 0 2 18
GP & MP 0 0 0 20 42
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 43% 57% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 10% 90% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 32.26% 67.74% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.571428571 Mean 4.9
3 3 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.077285969 Standard Error 0.06882472
4 18 4 4 5 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 24 5 4 5 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 6 4 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.500870323 Standard Deviation 0.307793506
7 4 5 4 Sample Variance 0.25087108 Sample Variance 0.094736842
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -2.008386752 Kurtosis 7.037037037
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.299478714 Skewness -2.887939065
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 192 Sum 98
4 2 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 18 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.677419355
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.059852602
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 5 Mode 5
22 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.47127986
23 5 5 Sample Variance 0.222104707
24 5 5 Kurtosis -1.442288136
25 5 5 Skewness -0.778023204
26 5 5 Range 1
27 5 5 Minimum 4
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 290
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.15:Ensure sustainability in FM services
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 30 13 43
Important (I) 4 12 7 19
Neutral 3 0 0 0
little importance (LI) 2 0 0 0
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 12 30
MP 0 0 0 7 13
GP & MP 0 0 0 19 43
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 29% 71% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 35% 65% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 30.65% 69.35% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.714285714 Mean 4.65
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.070552114 Standard Error 0.109424331
4 12 4 4 4 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 30 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.457229957 Standard Deviation 0.489360485
7 4 4 4 Sample Variance 0.209059233 Sample Variance 0.239473684
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -1.085448718 Kurtosis -1.719457014
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.984187482 Skewness -0.681161115
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 5 5 4 Sum 198 Sum 93
4 7 14 5 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 13 15 5 5 4
More 0 16 5 5 4 BOTH
17 5 5 4
18 5 5 4 Mean 4.693548387
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.059027504
20 5 5 5 Median 5
21 5 5 Mode 5
22 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.464783033
23 5 5 Sample Variance 0.216023268
24 5 5 Kurtosis -1.302433458
25 5 5 Skewness -0.860616613
26 5 5 Range 1
27 5 5 Minimum 4
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 291
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.16:Project defined and improved levels of service, linking service to the institution’s organisational culture, to facilitate organisational change.
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 26 16 42
Important (I) 4 16 4 20
Neutral 3 0 0 0
ittle importance (LI) 2 0 0 0
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 16 26
MP 0 0 0 4 16
GP & MP 0 0 0 20 42
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 38% 62% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 32.26% 67.74% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.619047619 Mean 4.8
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.075841244 Standard Error 0.091766294
4 16 4 4 4 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 26 5 4 5 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 6 4 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.491507435 Standard Deviation 0.410391341
7 4 5 4 Sample Variance 0.241579559 Sample Variance 0.168421053
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -1.830898669 Kurtosis 0.698529412
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.508639305 Skewness -1.624465724
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 194 Sum 96
4 4 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 16 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4
17 5 5 4 BOTH
18 5 5 4
19 5 5 4 Mean 4.677419355
20 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.059852602
21 5 5 Median 5
22 5 5 Mode 5
23 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.47127986
24 5 5 Sample Variance 0.222104707
25 5 5 Kurtosis -1.442288136
26 5 5 Skewness -0.778023204
27 5 5 Range 1
28 5 5 Minimum 4
29 5 5 Maximum 5
30 5 5 Sum 290
31 5 5 Count 62
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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QUESTION 15
STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 24 2 26
Important (I) 4 8 10 18
Neutral (N) 3 3 2 5
little importance (LI) 2 7 6 13
Not important (NI) 1 1 0 1
43 20 63
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 7 3 8 24
MP 0 6 2 10 2
GP & MP 0 13 5 18 26
%
GP 0% 17% 7% 19% 57% 100%
MP 0% 30% 10% 50% 10% 100%
GP & MP 0% 21% 8% 29% 42% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 7 2 2 2 2 Mean 4.166666667 Mean 3.4
3 3 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.176810911 Standard Error 0.233959
4 8 4 2 2 2 Median 5 Median 4
5 24 5 2 2 2 Mode 5 Mode 4
More 0 6 2 2 2 Standard Deviation 1.145865668 Standard Deviation 1.046297
7 2 3 2 Sample Variance 1.31300813 Sample Variance 1.094737
8 3 3 2 Kurtosis -0.425369744 Kurtosis -1.27857
MP 9 3 4 2 Skewness -1.057240078 Skewness -0.31858
Bin Frequency 10 3 4 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 4 4 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 6 12 4 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 2 13 4 4 2 Sum 175 Sum 68
4 10 14 4 4 3 Count 42 Count 20
5 2 15 4 4 3
More 0 16 4 4 3 BOTH
17 4 4 3
18 4 4 3 Mean 3.919354839
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.147781742
20 5 5 4 Median 4
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 1.163634598
23 5 4 Sample Variance 1.354045479
24 5 4 Kurtosis -1.027734973
25 5 4 Skewness -0.677163691
26 5 4 Range 3
27 5 4 Minimum 2
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 243
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
In your organisation, how would you rate the level of importance of the following functional areas of facilities management? Relative importance ratings: 5 (VI)=Very important; 4 (I)=Important; 3 (N)= Neutral; 2 (LI)=
Of little importance; 1 (NI)Not important; 0 (DK)= I don’t know.
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OPERATIONAL MANAGEMENT
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 5 5
Important (I) 4 18 2 20
Neutral (N)/I don't know 3 0 10 10
little importance (LI) 2 10 2 12
Not important (NI) 1 3 6 9
36 20 56
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 3 10 0 18 11
MP 6 2 10 2 0
GP & MP 9 12 10 20 11
%
GP 7% 24% 0% 43% 26% 100%
MP 30% 10% 50% 10% 0% 100%
GP & MP 15% 19% 16% 32% 18% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 3 1 1 1 1
2 10 2 1 1 1 Mean 3.571428571 Mean 2.4
3 0 3 1 1 1 Standard Error 0.202030509 Standard Error 0.233959
4 18 4 2 1 1 Median 4 Median 3
5 11 5 2 1 1 Mode 4 Mode 3
More 0 6 2 1 1 Standard Deviation 1.309307341 Standard Deviation 1.046297
7 2 2 1 Sample Variance 1.714285714 Sample Variance 1.094737
8 2 2 1 Kurtosis -0.940501876 Kurtosis -1.27857
MP 9 2 3 1 Skewness -0.642678299 Skewness -0.31858
Bin Frequency 10 2 3 2 Range 4 Range 3
1 6 11 2 3 2 Minimum 1 Minimum 1
2 2 12 2 3 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 4
3 10 13 2 3 2 Sum 150 Sum 48
4 2 14 4 3 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 0 15 4 3 2
More 0 16 4 3 2 BOTH
17 4 3 2
18 4 3 2 Mean 3.193548387
19 4 4 2 Standard Error 0.170293413
20 4 4 2 Median 3.5
21 4 2 Mode 4
22 4 3 Standard Deviation 1.340891674
23 4 3 Sample Variance 1.797990481
24 4 3 Kurtosis -1.14840959
25 4 3 Skewness -0.281989705
26 4 3 Range 4
27 4 3 Minimum 1
28 4 3 Maximum 5
29 4 3 Sum 198
30 4 3 Count 62
31 4 3
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 4
42 5 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 4
51 4
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT/PROJECT MANAGEMENT
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 17 8 25
Important (I) 4 17 5 22
Neutral (N)/I don't know 3 4 2 6
little importance (LI) 2 4 5 9
Not important (NI) 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 4 4 17 17
MP 0 5 2 5 8
GP & MP 0 9 6 22 25
%
GP 0% 10% 10% 40% 40% 100%
MP 0% 25% 10% 25% 40% 100%
GP & MP 0% 15% 10% 35% 40% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 4 2 2 2 2 Mean 4.119047619 Mean 3.8
3 4 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.14539937 Standard Error 0.277204
4 17 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 4
5 17 5 3 2 2 Mode 4 Mode 5
More 0 6 3 3 2 Standard Deviation 0.942295613 Standard Deviation 1.239694
7 3 3 2 Sample Variance 0.887921022 Sample Variance 1.536842
8 3 4 2 Kurtosis 0.247365233 Kurtosis -1.40117
MP 9 4 4 2 Skewness -0.981697292 Skewness -0.50093
Bin Frequency 10 4 4 3 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 4 4 3 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 5 12 4 4 3 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 2 13 4 5 3 Sum 173 Sum 76
4 5 14 4 5 3 Count 42 Count 20
5 8 15 4 5 3
More 0 16 4 5 4
17 4 5 4 BOTH
18 4 5 4
19 4 5 4 Mean 4.016129032
20 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.133083544
21 4 4 Median 4
22 4 4 Mode 5
23 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.047900876
24 4 4 Sample Variance 1.098096245
25 4 4 Kurtosis -0.475364102
26 5 4 Skewness -0.827954049
27 5 4 Range 3
28 5 4 Minimum 2
29 5 4 Maximum 5
30 5 4 Sum 249
31 5 4 Count 62
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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GENERAL SERVICES
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Very important (VI) 5 0 0 0
Important (I) 4 25 12 37
Neutral (N)/I don't know 3 13 2 15
little importance (LI) 2 4 5 9
Not important (NI) 1 0 1 1
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 4 13 25 0
MP 1 5 2 12 0
GP & MP 1 9 15 37 0
%
GP 0% 10% 31% 60% 0% 100%
MP 5% 25% 10% 60% 0% 100%
GP & MP 2% 15% 24% 60% 0% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 1 1
2 4 2 2 2 2 Mean 3.5 Mean 3.25
3 13 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.103649996 Standard Error 0.227977
4 25 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 4
5 5 3 2 2 Mode 4 Mode 4
More 0 6 3 2 2 Standard Deviation 0.671728749 Standard Deviation 1.019546
7 3 3 2 Sample Variance 0.451219512 Sample Variance 1.039474
8 3 3 2 Kurtosis -0.094914873 Kurtosis -0.75525
MP 9 3 4 2 Skewness -1.013922781 Skewness -0.88978
Bin Frequency 10 3 4 2 Range 2 Range 3
1 1 11 3 4 3 Minimum 2 Minimum 1
2 5 12 3 4 3 Maximum 4 Maximum 4
3 2 13 3 4 3 Sum 147 Sum 65
4 12 14 3 4 3 Count 42 Count 20
5 15 3 4 3
More 0 16 3 4 3 BOTH
17 3 4 3
18 4 4 3 Mean 3.419354839
19 4 4 3 Standard Error 0.101673951
20 4 4 3 Median 4
21 4 3 Mode 4
22 4 3 Standard Deviation 0.800581491
23 4 3 Sample Variance 0.640930724
24 4 3 Kurtosis 0.169193034
25 4 3 Skewness -1.114495194
26 4 4 Range 3
27 4 4 Minimum 1
28 4 4 Maximum 4
29 4 4 Sum 212
30 4 4 Count 62
31 4 4
32 4 4
33 4 4
34 4 4
35 4 4
36 4 4
37 4 4
38 4 4
39 4 4
40 4 4
41 4 4
42 4 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 4
51 4
52 4
53 4
54 4
55 4
56 4
57 4
58 4
59 4
60 4
61 4
62 4
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SECTION D: LINK BETWEEN QUALITY MANAGEMENT AND FACILITIES MANAGEMENT
QUESTION 16
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Yes 3 28 11 39
To some extent 2 14 9 23
No 1 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 0 1 2 3
GP 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62
GP 0 14 28
MP 0 9 11
GP & MP 0 23 39
%
GP 0% 33% 67% 100%
MP 0% 45% 55% 100%
GP & MP 0% 37% 63% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 2 2 2
1 0 2 2 2 2 Mean 2.66666667 Mean 2.55
2 14 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.07362102 Standard Error 0.114132887
3 28 4 2 2 2 Median 3 Median 3
5 2 2 2 Mode 3 Mode 3
More 0 6 2 2 2 Standard Deviation 0.47711872 Standard Deviation 0.510417786
7 2 2 2 Sample Variance 0.22764228 Sample Variance 0.260526316
8 2 2 2 Kurtosis -1.5375 Kurtosis -2.182610418
MP 9 2 2 2 Skewness -0.73357004 Skewness -0.217686598
Bin Frequency 10 2 3 2 Range 1 Range 1
11 2 3 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
1 0 12 2 3 2 Maximum 3 Maximum 3
2 9 13 2 3 2 Sum 112 Sum 51
3 11 14 2 3 2 Count 42 Count 20
15 3 3 2
More 0 16 3 3 2 BOTH
17 3 3 2
18 3 3 2 Mean 2.62903226
19 3 3 2 Standard Error 0.06184999
20 3 3 2 Median 3
21 3 2 Mode 3
22 3 2 Standard Deviation 0.48700729
23 3 2 Sample Variance 0.2371761
24 3 3 Kurtosis -1.7579729
25 3 3 Skewness -0.54756196
26 3 3 Range 1
27 3 3 Minimum 2
28 3 3 Maximum 3
29 3 3 Sum 163
30 3 3 Count 62
31 3 3
32 3 3
33 3 3
34 3 3
35 3 3
36 3 3
37 3 3
38 3 3
39 3 3
40 3 3
41 3 3
42 3 3
43 3
44 3
45 3
46 3
47 3
48 3
49 3
50 3
51 3
52 3
53 3
54 3
55 3
56 3
57 3
58 3
59 3
60 3
61 3
62 3
Do you think there are any benefits in linking quality management to the facilities management services? Please indicate by means of 'X' next to the appropriate option.
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QUESTION 17
Do you think effective implementation of quality management systems would enhance the value of facilities management in your organisation?
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Yes 3 29 5 34
To some extent 2 13 15 28
No 1 0 0 0
I do not know 0 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 0 1 2 3
GP 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 13 29
MP 0 0 15 5
GP & MP 0 0 28 34
%
GP 0% 0% 31% 69% 100%
MP 0% 0% 75% 25% 100%
GP & MP 0% 0% 45% 55% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
0 0 1 2 2 2
1 0 2 2 2 2 Mean 2.69047619 Mean 2.25
2 13 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.072198713 Standard Error 0.099339927
3 29 4 2 2 2 Median 3 Median 2
5 2 2 2 Mode 3 Mode 2
More 0 6 2 2 2 Standard Deviation 0.467901138 Standard Deviation 0.444261658
7 2 2 2 Sample Variance 0.218931475 Sample Variance 0.197368421
8 2 2 2 Kurtosis -1.335156091 Kurtosis -0.496732026
MP 9 2 2 2 Skewness -0.854881443 Skewness 1.250514297
Bin Frequency 10 2 2 2 Range 1 Range 1
0 0 11 2 2 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
1 0 12 2 2 2 Maximum 3 Maximum 3
2 15 13 2 2 2 Sum 113 Sum 45
3 5 14 3 2 2 Count 42 Count 20
15 3 2 2
More 0 16 3 3 2 BOTH
17 3 3 2
18 3 3 2 Mean 2.548387097
19 3 3 2 Standard Error 0.063717961
20 3 3 2 Median 3
21 3 2 Mode 3
22 3 2 Standard Deviation 0.501715724
23 3 2 Sample Variance 0.251718667
24 3 2 Kurtosis -2.026744766
25 3 2 Skewness -0.199316057
26 3 2 Range 1
27 3 2 Minimum 2
28 3 2 Maximum 3
29 3 3 Sum 158
30 3 3 Count 62
31 3 3
32 3 3
33 3 3
34 3 3
35 3 3
36 3 3
37 3 3
38 3 3
39 3 3
40 3 3
41 3 3
42 3 3
43 3
44 3
45 3
46 3
47 3
48 3
49 3
50 3
51 3
52 3
53 3
54 3
55 3
56 3
57 3
58 3
59 3
60 3
61 3
62 3
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QUESTION 18
Statement No.1:Sustainability in FM to ensure business continuity
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 2 2
Neutral 3 5 0 5
Agree 4 15 4 19
Strongly agree 5 22 14 36
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 5 15 22
MP 0 2 0 4 14
GP & MP 0 2 5 19 36
%
GP 0% 0% 12% 36% 52% 100%
MP 0% 10% 0% 20% 70% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 3.23% 8.06% 30.65% 58.06% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 3 2 2
2 2 3 2 2 Mean 4.21875 Mean 4.5
3 5 3 3 4 3 Standard Error 0.1248739 Standard Error 0.211511
4 15 4 3 4 3 Median 4 Median 5
5 12 5 3 4 3 Mode 4 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 4 3 Standard Deviation 0.7063936 Standard Deviation 0.945905
7 4 5 3 Sample Variance 0.4989919 Sample Variance 0.894737
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -0.870721 Kurtosis 3.61205
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.3403259 Skewness -2.07292
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 2 Range 3
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 3 Minimum 2
2 2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 0 13 4 5 4 Sum 135 Sum 90
4 4 14 4 5 4 Count 32 Count 20
5 14 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.43548387
19 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.09923283
20 4 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.78136005
23 5 4 Sample Variance 0.61052353
24 5 4 Kurtosis 1.50227784
25 5 4 Skewness -1.3769286
26 5 4 Range 3
27 5 5 Minimum 2
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 275
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5
34 5
35 5
36 5
37 5
38 5
39 5
40 5
41 5
42 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding the benefits of linking facilities management with quality in your organisation? 
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Statement No.2:Performance management in order to improve performance levels in an organisation
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 4 0 4
Agree 4 15 4 19
Strongly agree 5 23 16 39
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 4 15 23
MP 0 0 0 4 16
GP & MP 0 0 4 19 39
%
GP 0% 0% 10% 36% 55% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 6.45% 30.65% 62.90% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 3 4 3
2 2 3 4 3 Mean 4.45238095 Mean 4.8
3 4 3 3 4 3 Standard Error 0.10338286 Standard Error 0.091766
4 15 4 3 4 3 Median 5 Median 5
5 23 5 4 5 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.66999749 Standard Deviation 0.410391
7 4 5 4 Sample Variance 0.44889663 Sample Variance 0.168421
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -0.3608099 Kurtosis 0.698529
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.8401105 Skewness -1.624466
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 2 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 3 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 187 Sum 96
4 4 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 16 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.56451613
19 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.07839266
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.6172644
23 5 4 Sample Variance 0.38101534
24 5 5 Kurtosis 0.24783334
25 5 5 Skewness -1.1175094
26 5 5 Range 2
27 5 5 Minimum 3
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 283
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.3:Cost Savings
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 5 2 7
Disagree 2 11 4 15
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 16 8 24
Strongly agree 5 10 6 16
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 5 11 0 16 10
MP 2 4 0 8 6
GP & MP 7 15 0 24 16
%
GP 12% 26% 0% 38% 24% 100%
MP 10% 20% 0% 40% 30% 100%
GP & MP 11.29% 24.19% 0.00% 38.71% 25.81% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 5 1 1 1 1
2 11 2 1 1 1 Mean 3.35714286 Mean 3.6
3 0 3 1 2 1 Standard Error 0.21774216 Standard Error 0.311195
4 16 4 1 2 1 Median 4 Median 4
5 10 5 1 2 1 Mode 4 Mode 4
More 0 6 2 2 1 Standard Deviation 1.41113047 Standard Deviation 1.391705
7 2 4 1 Sample Variance 1.9912892 Sample Variance 1.936842
8 2 4 2 Kurtosis -1.3296352 Kurtosis -0.826615
MP 9 2 4 2 Skewness -0.4045453 Skewness -0.749784
Bin Frequency 10 2 4 2 Range 4 Range 4
1 2 11 2 4 2 Minimum 1 Minimum 1
2 4 12 2 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 0 13 2 4 2 Sum 141 Sum 72
4 8 14 2 4 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 6 15 2 5 2
More 0 16 2 5 2 BOTH
17 4 5 2
18 4 5 2 Mean 3.43548387
19 4 5 2 Standard Error 0.17756352
20 4 5 2 Median 4
21 4 2 Mode 4
22 4 2 Standard Deviation 1.39813656
23 4 4 Sample Variance 1.95478583
24 4 4 Kurtosis -1.2207358
25 4 4 Skewness -0.4952583
26 4 4 Range 4
27 4 4 Minimum 1
28 4 4 Maximum 5
29 4 4 Sum 213
30 4 4 Count 62
31 4 4
32 4 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 4
42 5 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
- 133 -
Statement No.4:Customer satisfaction
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 15 7 22
Strongly agree 5 27 13 40
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 15 27
MP 0 0 0 7 13
GP & MP 0 0 0 22 40
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 36% 64% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 35% 65% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 35.48% 64.52% 100%
100.00%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.64285714 Mean 4.65
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.07483182 Standard Error 0.109424
4 15 4 4 4 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 27 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.4849656 Standard Deviation 0.48936
7 4 4 4 Sample Variance 0.23519164 Sample Variance 0.239474
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -1.7007407 Kurtosis -1.719457
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.6186006 Skewness -0.681161
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 195 Sum 93
4 7 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 13 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 5 5 4 BOTH
17 5 5 4
18 5 5 4 Mean 4.64516129
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.06126109
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.48237032
23 5 5 Sample Variance 0.23268112
24 5 5 Kurtosis -1.6681009
25 5 5 Skewness -0.6219288
26 5 5 Range 1
27 5 5 Minimum 4
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 288
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.5:Increased service quality by means of performance management and measurement
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 4 1 5
Neutral 3 0 1 1
Agree 4 14 6 20
Strongly agree 5 24 12 36
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 4 0 14 24
MP 0 1 1 6 12
GP & MP 0 5 1 20 36
%
GP 0% 10% 0% 33% 57% 100%
MP 0% 5% 5% 30% 60% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 8.06% 1.61% 32.26% 58.06% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 4 2 2 3 2 Mean 4.38095238 Mean 4.45
3 0 3 2 4 2 Standard Error 0.14031813 Standard Error 0.184605
4 14 4 2 4 2 Median 5 Median 5
5 24 5 4 4 2 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 4 3 Standard Deviation 0.90936539 Standard Deviation 0.825578
7 4 4 4 Sample Variance 0.82694541 Sample Variance 0.681579
8 4 4 4 Kurtosis 2.23286365 Kurtosis 2.960021
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -1.6711247 Skewness -1.694535
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 1 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 1 13 4 5 4 Sum 184 Sum 89
4 6 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 12 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.40322581
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.11138206
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.87702323
23 5 4 Sample Variance 0.76916975
24 5 4 Kurtosis 2.22013113
25 5 4 Skewness -1.6529084
26 5 4 Range 3
27 5 5 Minimum 2
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 273
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.6:Benchmarking in FM to ensure continual performance improvements
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 14 12 26
Strongly agree 5 28 8 36
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 14 28
MP 0 0 0 12 8
GP & MP 0 0 0 26 36
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 60% 40% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 41.94% 58.06% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.66666667 Mean 4.4
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.07362102 Standard Error 0.11239
4 14 4 4 4 4 Median 5 Median 4
5 28 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 4
More 0 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.47711872 Standard Deviation 0.502625
7 4 4 4 Sample Variance 0.22764228 Sample Variance 0.252632
8 4 4 4 Kurtosis -1.5375 Kurtosis -2.017974
MP 9 4 4 4 Skewness -0.73357 Skewness 0.442124
Bin Frequency 10 4 4 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 4 4 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 4 4 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 196 Sum 88
4 12 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 8 15 5 5 4
More 0 16 5 5 4 BOTH
17 5 5 4
18 5 5 4 Mean 4.58064516
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.06318025
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.49748176
23 5 4 Sample Variance 0.2474881
24 5 4 Kurtosis -1.9518144
25 5 4 Skewness -0.3350207
26 5 4 Range 1
27 5 5 Minimum 4
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 284
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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QUESTION 19
Statement No.1:Strategy
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 10 4 14
Strongly agree 5 32 16 48
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 10 32
MP 0 0 0 4 16
GP & MP 0 0 0 14 48
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 24% 76% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 20% 80% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 22.58% 77.42% 100%
100.00%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.761904762 Mean 4.8
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.066517171 Standard Error 0.091766294
4 10 4 4 4 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 32 5 4 5 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.431080537 Standard Deviation 0.410391341
7 4 5 4 Sample Variance 0.18583043 Sample Variance 0.168421053
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -0.393245192 Kurtosis 0.698529412
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -1.275863678 Skewness -1.624465724
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 5 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 5 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 5 5 4 Sum 200 Sum 96
4 4 14 5 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 16 15 5 5 5
More 0 16 5 5 5 BOTH
17 5 5 5
18 5 5 5 Mean 4.774193548
19 5 5 5 Standard Error 0.053533795
20 5 5 5 Median 5
21 5 5 Mode 5
22 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.421525521
23 5 5 Sample Variance 0.177683765
24 5 5 Kurtosis -0.200317797
25 5 5 Skewness -1.344323506
26 5 5 Range 1
27 5 5 Minimum 4
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 296
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding quality management’s contribution to an organisation’s performance?
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Statement No.2:Service delivery
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 20 8 28
Strongly agree 5 22 12 34
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 20 22
MP 0 0 0 8 12
GP & MP 0 0 0 28 34
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 48% 52% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 45.16% 54.84% 100%
100.00%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.523809524 Mean 4.6
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.077998297 Standard Error 0.112390297
4 20 4 4 4 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 22 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.505486737 Standard Deviation 0.50262469
7 4 4 4 Sample Variance 0.255516841 Sample Variance 0.252631579
8 4 4 4 Kurtosis -2.09229021 Kurtosis -2.017973856
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.098914564 Skewness -0.44212357
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 190 Sum 92
4 8 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 12 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.548387097
19 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.063717961
20 4 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.501715724
23 5 4 Sample Variance 0.251718667
24 5 4 Kurtosis -2.026744766
25 5 4 Skewness -0.199316057
26 5 4 Range 1
27 5 4 Minimum 4
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 282
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.3:Culture
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 6 3 9
Agree 4 12 7 19
Strongly agree 5 24 10 34
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 6 12 24
MP 0 0 3 7 10
GP & MP 0 0 9 19 34
%
GP 0% 0% 14% 29% 57% 100%
MP 0% 0% 15% 35% 50% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 14.52% 30.65% 54.84% 100%
100.00%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 3 3 3
2 2 3 3 3 Mean 4.428571429 Mean 4.35
3 6 3 3 3 3 Standard Error 0.113761866 Standard Error 0.166622801
4 12 4 3 4 3 Median 5 Median 4.5
5 24 5 3 4 3 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 3 4 3 Standard Deviation 0.737261152 Standard Deviation 0.74515982
7 4 4 3 Sample Variance 0.543554007 Sample Variance 0.555263158
8 4 4 3 Kurtosis -0.561176225 Kurtosis -0.761649823
MP 9 4 4 3 Skewness -0.892075088 Skewness -0.697497666
Bin Frequency 10 4 4 4 Range 2 Range 2
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 3 Minimum 3
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 3 13 4 5 4 Sum 186 Sum 87
4 7 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 10 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.403225806
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.093296402
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.734616604
23 5 4 Sample Variance 0.539661555
24 5 4 Kurtosis -0.687103996
25 5 4 Skewness -0.807015034
26 5 4 Range 2
27 5 4 Minimum 3
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 273
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.4:Supply chain management
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 3 1 4
Agree 4 15 8 23
Strongly agree 5 24 11 35
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 3 15 24
MP 0 0 1 8 11
GP & MP 0 0 4 23 35
%
GP 0% 0% 7% 36% 57% 100%
MP 0% 0% 5% 40% 55% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 6.45% 37.10% 56.45% 100%
100.00%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 3 3 3
2 2 3 4 3 Mean 4.5 Mean 4.5
3 3 3 3 4 3 Standard Error 0.097887086 Standard Error 0.135724179
4 15 4 4 4 3 Median 5 Median 5
5 24 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.63438082 Standard Deviation 0.606976979
7 4 4 4 Sample Variance 0.402439024 Sample Variance 0.368421053
8 4 4 4 Kurtosis -0.159864378 Kurtosis -0.212885154
MP 9 4 4 4 Skewness -0.902813034 Skewness -0.784528068
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 2 Range 2
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 3 Minimum 3
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 1 13 4 5 4 Sum 189 Sum 90
4 8 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 11 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.5
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.078826668
20 5 5 4 Median 5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.620681804
23 5 4 Sample Variance 0.385245902
24 5 4 Kurtosis -0.243567532
25 5 4 Skewness -0.850128957
26 5 4 Range 2
27 5 4 Minimum 3
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 279
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.5:Control of resources
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 16
Disagree 2 0 0 16
Neutral 3 1 0 16
Agree 4 15 2 16
Strongly agree 5 26 18 16
42 20 80
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 1 15 26
MP 0 0 0 2 18
GP & MP 0 0 1 17 44
%
GP 0% 0% 2% 36% 62% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 10% 90% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 1.61% 27.42% 70.97% 100%
100.00%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 3 4 3
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.595238095 Mean 4.9
3 1 3 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.083891444 Standard Error 0.06882472
4 15 4 4 5 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 26 5 4 5 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.543678699 Standard Deviation 0.307793506
7 4 5 4 Sample Variance 0.295586527 Sample Variance 0.094736842
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -0.30574222 Kurtosis 7.037037037
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -0.876297642 Skewness -2.887939065
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 2 Range 1
1 11 4 5 4 Minimum 3 Minimum 4
2 12 4 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 5 4 Sum 193 Sum 98
4 2 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 18 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 5 5 4
18 5 5 4 Mean 4.693548387
19 5 5 5 Standard Error 0.063348773
20 5 5 5 Median 5
21 5 5 Mode 5
22 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.498808734
23 5 5 Sample Variance 0.248810153
24 5 5 Kurtosis 0.512810085
25 5 5 Skewness -1.26422353
26 5 5 Range 2
27 5 5 Minimum 3
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 291
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.6:Change management
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 6 7 13
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 12 6 18
Strongly agree 5 24 7 31
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 6 0 12 24
MP 0 7 0 6 7
GP & MP 0 13 0 18 31
%
GP 0% 14% 0% 29% 57% 100%
MP 0% 35% 0% 30% 35% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 20.97% 0.00% 29.03% 50.00% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 2 2
2 6 2 2 2 2 Mean 4.285714286 Mean 3.65
3 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.160883573 Standard Error 0.2926737
4 12 4 2 2 2 Median 5 Median 4
5 24 5 2 2 2 Mode 5 Mode 2
More 0 6 2 2 2 Standard Deviation 1.042644721 Standard Deviation 1.308876577
7 4 2 2 Sample Variance 1.087108014 Sample Variance 1.713157895
8 4 4 2 Kurtosis 0.831422584 Kurtosis -1.687648351
MP 9 4 4 2 Skewness -1.427582674 Skewness -0.36420738
Bin Frequency 10 4 4 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 11 4 4 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 2
2 7 12 4 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 4 4 2 Sum 180 Sum 73
4 6 14 4 5 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 7 15 4 5 4
More 0 16 4 5 4 BOTH
17 4 5 4
18 4 5 4 Mean 4.080645161
19 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.147781742
20 5 5 4 Median 4.5
21 5 4 Mode 5
22 5 4 Standard Deviation 1.163634598
23 5 4 Sample Variance 1.354045479
24 5 4 Kurtosis -0.531262077
25 5 4 Skewness -1.000038131
26 5 4 Range 3
27 5 4 Minimum 2
28 5 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 253
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.7:FM performance management linked to core business outputs
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 16
Disagree 2 0 0 16
Neutral 3 0 0 16
Agree 4 10 3 16
Strongly agree 5 32 17 16
42 20 80
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 0 0 10 32
MP 0 0 0 3 17
GP & MP 0 0 0 13 49
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 24% 76% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 15% 85% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.97% 79.03% 100%
100.00%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 4 4
2 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.761904762 Mean 4.85
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.066517171 Standard Error 0.081917802
4 10 4 4 5 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 32 5 4 5 4 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 4 5 4 Standard Deviation 0.431080537 Standard Deviation 0.366347549
7 4 5 4 Sample Variance 0.18583043 Sample Variance 0.134210526
8 4 5 4 Kurtosis -0.393245192 Kurtosis 2.77585544
MP 9 4 5 4 Skewness -1.275863678 Skewness -2.123059867
Bin Frequency 10 4 5 4 Range 1 Range 1
1 11 5 5 4 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 12 5 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 5 5 4 Sum 200 Sum 97
4 3 14 5 5 5 Count 42 Count 20
5 17 15 5 5 5
More 0 16 5 5 5 BOTH
17 5 5 5
18 5 5 5 Mean 4.790322581
19 5 5 5 Standard Error 0.052121044
20 5 5 5 Median 5
21 5 5 Mode 5
22 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.410401514
23 5 5 Sample Variance 0.168429402
24 5 5 Kurtosis 0.140882846
25 5 5 Skewness -1.461982912
26 5 5 Range 1
27 5 5 Minimum 4
28 5 5 Maximum 5
29 5 5 Sum 297
30 5 5 Count 62
31 5 5
32 5 5
33 5 5
34 5 5
35 5 5
36 5 5
37 5 5
38 5 5
39 5 5
40 5 5
41 5 5
42 5 5
43 5
44 5
45 5
46 5
47 5
48 5
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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QUESTION 20
Statement No.1:Customer Satisfaction
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Unsatisfactory 1 0 2 2
Satisfactory 2 8 6 14
Neutral 3 2 0 2
Good 4 18 12 30
Excellent 5 14 0 14
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 8 2 18 14
MP 2 6 0 12 0
GP & MP 2 14 2 30 14
%
GP 0% 19% 5% 43% 33% 100%
MP 10% 30% 0% 60% 0% 100%
GP & MP 3.23% 22.58% 3.23% 48.39% 22.58% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 1 1
2 8 2 2 1 1 Mean 3.904762 Mean 3.1
3 2 3 2 2 2 Standard Error 0.166293 Standard Error 0.260566
4 18 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 4
5 14 5 2 2 2 Mode 4 Mode 4
More 0 6 2 2 2 Standard Deviation 1.077701 Standard Deviation 1.165287
7 2 2 2 Sample Variance 1.16144 Sample Variance 1.357895
8 2 2 2 Kurtosis -0.57864 Kurtosis -1.36272
MP 9 3 4 2 Skewness -0.78482 Skewness -0.65637
Bin Frequency 10 3 4 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 2 11 4 4 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 1
2 6 12 4 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 4
3 0 13 4 4 2 Sum 164 Sum 62
4 12 14 4 4 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 15 4 4 2
More 0 16 4 4 2 BOTH
17 4 4 3
18 4 4 3 Mean 3.645161
19 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.147421
20 4 4 4 Median 4
21 4 4 Mode 4
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.160791
23 4 4 Sample Variance 1.347435
24 4 4 Kurtosis -0.678
25 4 4 Skewness -0.69027
26 4 4 Range 4
27 4 4 Minimum 1
28 4 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 226
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 4
42 5 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
How would you rate the performance of FM in your organisation? (Rate by means of the following semantic scale: 1=Unsatisfactory; 2= Satisfactory; 3=Neutral; 4=Good; 5=Excellent) 
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Statement No.2:Service delivery
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Unsatisfactory 1 0 3 16
Satisfactory 2 8 8 16
Neutral 3 2 0 16
Good 4 18 9 16
Excellent 5 14 0 16
42 20 80
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 0 8 2 18 14
MP 3 8 0 9 0
GP & MP 3 16 2 27 14
%
GP 0% 19% 5% 43% 33% 100%
MP 15% 40% 0% 45% 0% 100%
GP & MP 4.84% 25.81% 3.23% 43.55% 22.58% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 1 1
2 8 2 2 1 1 Mean 3.904762 Mean 2.75
3 2 3 2 1 1 Standard Error 0.166293 Standard Error 0.270234
4 18 4 2 2 2 Median 4 Median 2
5 14 5 2 2 2 Mode 4 Mode 4
More 0 6 2 2 2 Standard Deviation 1.077701 Standard Deviation 1.208522
7 2 2 2 Sample Variance 1.16144 Sample Variance 1.460526
8 2 2 2 Kurtosis -0.57864 Kurtosis -1.75652
MP 9 3 2 2 Skewness -0.78482 Skewness -0.06212
Bin Frequency 10 3 2 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 3 11 4 2 2 Minimum 2 Minimum 1
2 8 12 4 4 2 Maximum 5 Maximum 4
3 13 4 4 2 Sum 164 Sum 55
4 9 14 4 4 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 15 4 4 2
More 0 16 4 4 2 BOTH
17 4 4 2
18 4 4 2 Mean 3.532258
19 4 4 2 Standard Error 0.157179
20 4 4 3 Median 4
21 4 3 Mode 4
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.23763
23 4 4 Sample Variance 1.531729
24 4 4 Kurtosis -1.0103
25 4 4 Skewness -0.53208
26 4 4 Range 4
27 4 4 Minimum 1
28 4 4 Maximum 5
29 5 4 Sum 219
30 5 4 Count 62
31 5 4
32 5 4
33 5 4
34 5 4
35 5 4
36 5 4
37 5 4
38 5 4
39 5 4
40 5 4
41 5 4
42 5 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 5
50 5
51 5
52 5
53 5
54 5
55 5
56 5
57 5
58 5
59 5
60 5
61 5
62 5
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Statement No.3:Culture
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Unsatisfactory 1 8 3 11
Satisfactory 2 10 6 16
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Good 4 24 11 35
Excellent 5 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 8 10 0 24 0
MP 3 6 0 11 0
GP & MP 11 16 0 35 0
%
GP 19% 24% 0% 57% 0% 100%
MP 15% 30% 0% 55% 0% 100%
GP & MP 17.74% 25.81% 0.00% 56.45% 0.00% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 8 1 1 1 1
2 10 2 1 1 1 Mean 2.952381 Mean 2.95
3 3 1 1 1 Standard Error 0.195633 Standard Error 0.276015
4 24 4 1 2 1 Median 4 Median 4
5 5 1 2 1 Mode 4 Mode 4
More 0 6 1 2 1 Standard Deviation 1.267846 Standard Deviation 1.234376
7 1 2 1 Sample Variance 1.607433 Sample Variance 1.523684
8 1 2 1 Kurtosis -1.55662 Kurtosis -1.62139
MP 9 2 2 1 Skewness -0.50995 Skewness -0.45567
Bin Frequency 10 2 4 1 Range 3 Range 3
1 3 11 2 4 1 Minimum 1 Minimum 1
2 6 12 2 4 2 Maximum 4 Maximum 4
3 13 2 4 2 Sum 124 Sum 59
4 11 14 2 4 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 15 2 4 2
More 0 16 2 4 2 BOTH
17 2 4 2
18 2 4 2 Mean 2.951613
19 4 4 2 Standard Error 0.158369
20 4 4 2 Median 4
21 4 2 Mode 4
22 4 2 Standard Deviation 1.246995
23 4 2 Sample Variance 1.554997
24 4 2 Kurtosis -1.54521
25 4 2 Skewness -0.48244
26 4 2 Range 3
27 4 2 Minimum 1
28 4 4 Maximum 4
29 4 4 Sum 183
30 4 4 Count 62
31 4 4
32 4 4
33 4 4
34 4 4
35 4 4
36 4 4
37 4 4
38 4 4
39 4 4
40 4 4
41 4 4
42 4 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 4
51 4
52 4
53 4
54 4
55 4
56 4
57 4
58 4
59 4
60 4
61 4
62 4
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Statement No.4:Supply chain management
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Unsatisfactory 1 8 8 16
Satisfactory 2 10 8 18
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Good 4 24 4 28
Excellent 5 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 8 10 0 24 0
MP 8 8 0 4 0
GP & MP 16 18 0 28 0
%
GP 19% 24% 0% 57% 0% 100%
MP 40% 40% 0% 20% 0% 100%
GP & MP 25.81% 29.03% 0.00% 45.16% 0.00% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 8 1 1 1 1
2 10 2 1 1 1 Mean 2.952381 Mean 2
3 3 1 1 1 Standard Error 0.195633 Standard Error 0.251312
4 24 4 1 1 1 Median 4 Median 2
5 5 1 1 1 Mode 4 Mode 1
More 0 6 1 1 1 Standard Deviation 1.267846 Standard Deviation 1.123903
7 1 1 1 Sample Variance 1.607433 Sample Variance 1.263158
8 1 1 1 Kurtosis -1.55662 Kurtosis -0.27941
MP 9 2 2 1 Skewness -0.50995 Skewness 0.988618
Bin Frequency 10 2 2 1 Range 3 Range 3
1 8 11 2 2 1 Minimum 1 Minimum 1
2 8 12 2 2 1 Maximum 4 Maximum 4
3 13 2 2 1 Sum 124 Sum 40
4 4 14 2 2 1 Count 42 Count 20
5 15 2 2 1
More 0 16 2 2 1 BOTH
17 2 4 2
18 2 4 2 Mean 2.645161
19 4 4 2 Standard Error 0.164381
20 4 4 2 Median 2
21 4 2 Mode 4
22 4 2 Standard Deviation 1.294335
23 4 2 Sample Variance 1.675304
24 4 2 Kurtosis -1.76989
25 4 2 Skewness -0.05034
26 4 2 Range 3
27 4 2 Minimum 1
28 4 2 Maximum 4
29 4 2 Sum 164
30 4 2 Count 62
31 4 2
32 4 2
33 4 2
34 4 2
35 4 4
36 4 4
37 4 4
38 4 4
39 4 4
40 4 4
41 4 4
42 4 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 4
51 4
52 4
53 4
54 4
55 4
56 4
57 4
58 4
59 4
60 4
61 4
62 4
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Statement No.5:Control of resources
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Unsatisfactory 1 8 4 12
Satisfactory 2 15 4 19
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Good 4 19 12 31
Excellent 5 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 8 15 0 19 0
MP 4 4 0 12 0
GP & MP 12 19 0 31 0
%
GP 19% 36% 0% 45% 0% 100%
MP 20% 20% 0% 60% 0% 100%
GP & MP 19.35% 30.65% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 8 1 1 1 1
2 15 2 1 1 1 Mean 2.714286 Mean 3
3 3 1 1 1 Standard Error 0.190621 Standard Error 0.290191
4 19 4 1 1 1 Median 2 Median 4
5 5 1 2 1 Mode 4 Mode 4
More 0 6 1 2 1 Standard Deviation 1.235367 Standard Deviation 1.297771
7 1 2 1 Sample Variance 1.526132 Sample Variance 1.684211
8 1 2 1 Kurtosis -1.71829 Kurtosis -1.50184
MP 9 2 4 1 Skewness -0.07319 Skewness -0.64213
Bin Frequency 10 2 4 1 Range 3 Range 3
1 4 11 2 4 1 Minimum 1 Minimum 1
2 4 12 2 4 1 Maximum 4 Maximum 4
3 13 2 4 2 Sum 114 Sum 60
4 12 14 2 4 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 15 2 4 2
More 0 16 2 4 2 BOTH
17 2 4 2
18 2 4 2 Mean 2.806452
19 2 4 2 Standard Error 0.159054
20 2 4 2 Median 3
21 2 2 Mode 4
22 2 2 Standard Deviation 1.252391
23 2 2 Sample Variance 1.568482
24 4 2 Kurtosis -1.69218
25 4 2 Skewness -0.24143
26 4 2 Range 3
27 4 2 Minimum 1
28 4 2 Maximum 4
29 4 2 Sum 174
30 4 2 Count 62
31 4 2
32 4 4
33 4 4
34 4 4
35 4 4
36 4 4
37 4 4
38 4 4
39 4 4
40 4 4
41 4 4
42 4 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 4
51 4
52 4
53 4
54 4
55 4
56 4
57 4
58 4
59 4
60 4
61 4
62 4
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Statement No.6:Change management
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Unsatisfactory 1 5 2 7
Satisfactory 2 13 5 18
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Good 4 24 13 37
Excellent 5 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 5 13 0 24 0
MP 2 5 0 13 0
GP & MP 7 18 0 37 0
%
GP 12% 31% 0% 57% 0% 100%
MP 10% 25% 0% 65% 0% 100%
GP & MP 11.29% 29.03% 0.00% 59.68% 0.00% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 5 1 1 1 1
2 13 2 1 1 1 Mean 3.02381 Mean 3.2
3 3 1 2 1 Standard Error 0.181899 Standard Error 0.257519
4 24 4 1 2 1 Median 4 Median 4
5 5 1 2 1 Mode 4 Mode 4
More 0 6 2 2 1 Standard Deviation 1.17884 Standard Deviation 1.151658
7 2 2 1 Sample Variance 1.389663 Sample Variance 1.326316
8 2 4 2 Kurtosis -1.47877 Kurtosis -0.9708
MP 9 2 4 2 Skewness -0.51699 Skewness -0.89128
Bin Frequency 10 2 4 2 Range 3 Range 3
1 2 11 2 4 2 Minimum 1 Minimum 1
2 5 12 2 4 2 Maximum 4 Maximum 4
3 13 2 4 2 Sum 127 Sum 64
4 13 14 2 4 2 Count 42 Count 20
5 15 2 4 2
More 0 16 2 4 2 BOTH
17 2 4 2
18 2 4 2 Mean 3.080645
19 4 4 2 Standard Error 0.147782
20 4 4 2 Median 4
21 4 2 Mode 4
22 4 2 Standard Deviation 1.163635
23 4 2 Sample Variance 1.354045
24 4 2 Kurtosis -1.35617
25 4 2 Skewness -0.61299
26 4 4 Range 3
27 4 4 Minimum 1
28 4 4 Maximum 4
29 4 4 Sum 191
30 4 4 Count 62
31 4 4
32 4 4
33 4 4
34 4 4
35 4 4
36 4 4
37 4 4
38 4 4
39 4 4
40 4 4
41 4 4
42 4 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 4
51 4
52 4
53 4
54 4
55 4
56 4
57 4
58 4
59 4
60 4
61 4
62 4
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Statement No.7:FM performance management linked to core business outputs
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Unsatisfactory 1 5 3 8
Satisfactory 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 1 1 2
Good 4 36 16 52
Excellent 5 0 0 0
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 42 42 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62 62 62
GP 5 0 1 36 0
MP 3 0 1 16 0
GP & MP 8 0 2 52 0
%
GP 12% 0% 2% 86% 0% 100%
MP 15% 0% 5% 80% 0% 100%
GP & MP 12.90% 0.00% 3.23% 83.87% 0.00% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 5 1 1 1 1
2 2 1 1 1 Mean 3.619048 Mean 3.5
3 1 3 1 1 1 Standard Error 0.152228 Standard Error 0.246021
4 36 4 1 3 1 Median 4 Median 4
5 5 1 4 1 Mode 4 Mode 4
More 0 6 3 4 1 Standard Deviation 0.986553 Standard Deviation 1.100239
7 4 4 1 Sample Variance 0.973287 Sample Variance 1.210526
8 4 4 1 Kurtosis 3.806757 Kurtosis 2.290226
MP 9 4 4 3 Skewness -2.34901 Skewness -1.97585
Bin Frequency 10 4 4 3 Range 3 Range 3
1 3 11 4 4 4 Minimum 1 Minimum 1
2 12 4 4 4 Maximum 4 Maximum 4
3 1 13 4 4 4 Sum 152 Sum 70
4 16 14 4 4 4 Count 42 Count 20
5 15 4 4 4
More 0 16 4 4 4 BOTH
17 4 4 4
18 4 4 4 Mean 3.580645
19 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.129164
20 4 4 4 Median 4
21 4 4 Mode 4
22 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.017041
23 4 4 Sample Variance 1.034373
24 4 4 Kurtosis 2.87621
25 4 4 Skewness -2.15851
26 4 4 Range 3
27 4 4 Minimum 1
28 4 4 Maximum 4
29 4 4 Sum 222
30 4 4 Count 62
31 4 4
32 4 4
33 4 4
34 4 4
35 4 4
36 4 4
37 4 4
38 4 4
39 4 4
40 4 4
41 4 4
42 4 4
43 4
44 4
45 4
46 4
47 4
48 4
49 4
50 4
51 4
52 4
53 4
54 4
55 4
56 4
57 4
58 4
59 4
60 4
61 4
62 4
- 150 -
SECTION E: LINK BETWEEN SERVICE LEVEL AGREEMENTS AND FACILITIES MANAGEMENT
QUESTION 21
Statement No21:Are Service Level Agreements are utilised in your organisation?
CODE GP MP TOTAL
No 1 30 14 44
To some extent 2 0 0 0
Yes 3 12 6 18
42 20 62
No's 1 2 3
GP 42 42 42
MP 20 20 20
GP & MP 62 62 62
GP 30 0 12
MP 14 0 6
GP & MP 44 0 18
%
GP 71% 0% 29%
MP 70% 0% 30%
GP & MP 70.97% 0% 29.03%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 30 1 1 1 1
2 0 2 1 1 1 Mean 1.571428571 Mean 1.6
3 12 3 1 1 1 Standard Error 0.141104228 Standard Error 0.21026299
More 0 4 1 1 1 Median 1 Median 1
5 1 1 1 Mode 1 Mode 1
6 1 1 1 Standard Deviation 0.914459914 Standard Deviation 0.94032469
MP 7 1 1 1 Sample Variance 0.836236934 Sample Variance 0.88421053
Bin Frequency 8 1 1 1 Kurtosis -1.085448718 Kurtosis -1.24183007
1 14 9 1 1 1 Skewness 0.984187482 Skewness 0.94529995
2 0 10 1 1 1 Range 2 Range 2
3 6 11 1 1 1 Minimum 1 Minimum 1
More 0 12 1 1 1 Maximum 3 Maximum 3
13 1 1 1 Sum 66 Sum 32
14 1 1 1 Count 42 Count 20
15 1 3 1
16 1 3 1 BOTH
17 1 3 1
18 1 3 1 Mean 1.580645161
19 1 3 1 Standard Error 0.116234748
20 1 3 1 Median 1
21 1 1 Mode 1
22 1 1 Standard Deviation 0.915233323
23 1 1 Sample Variance 0.837652036
24 1 1 Kurtosis -1.141204417
25 1 1 Skewness 0.946935218
26 1 1 Range 2
27 1 1 Minimum 1
28 1 1 Maximum 3
29 1 1 Sum 98
30 1 1 Count 62
31 3 1
32 3 1
33 3 1
34 3 1
35 3 1
36 3 1
37 3 1
38 3 1
39 3 1
40 3 1
41 3 1
42 3 1
43 1
44 1
45 3
46 3
47 3
48 3
49 3
50 3
51 3
52 3
53 3
54 3
55 3
56 3
57 3
58 3
59 3
60 3
61 3
62 3
To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding Service Level Agreements?
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QUESTION 22
Statement No22:There is a link between Service Level Agreements and facilities management
Responses from those respondents utilising SLA's
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 2 0 2
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 4 6 10
Strongly agree 5 6 0 6
12 6 18
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 12 12 12 12 12
MP 6 6 6 6 6
GP & MP 18 18 18 18 18
GP 0 2 0 4 6
MP 0 0 0 6 0
GP & MP 0 2 0 10 6
%
GP 0% 17% 0% 33% 50% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
GP & MP 0% 11.11% 0.00% 55.56% 33.33% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 0 1 2 4 2
2 2 2 2 4 2 Mean 4.166667 Mean 4
3 0 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.321769 Standard Error 0
4 4 4 4 4 4 Median 4.5 Median 4
5 6 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 4
More 0 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.114641 Standard Deviation 0
7 5 4 Sample Variance 1.242424 Sample Variance 0
8 5 4 Kurtosis 0.761689 Kurtosis #DIV/0!
MP 9 5 4 Skewness -1.33041 Skewness #DIV/0!
Bin Frequency 10 5 4 Range 3 Range 0
1 0 11 5 4 Minimum 2 Minimum 4
2 0 12 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 4
3 0 13 5 Sum 50 Sum 24
4 6 14 5 Count 12 Count 6
5 0 15 5
More 0 16 5 BOTH
17 5
18 5 Mean 4.111111
Standard Error 0.212192
Median 4
Mode 4
Standard Deviation 0.900254
Sample Variance 0.810458
Kurtosis 1.935386
Skewness -1.32579
Range 3
Minimum 2
Maximum 5
Sum 74
Count 18
To what extent do you agree with the following statement regarding Service Level Agreements?
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QUESTION 23
Statement No23:I think Service Level Agreements play a vital role in improving the performance levels of facilities management providers in our organisation
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 2 0 2
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 4 6 10
Strongly agree 5 6 0 6
12 6 18
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 12 12 12 12 12
MP 6 6 6 6 6
GP & MP 18 18 18 18 18
GP 0 2 0 4 6
MP 0 0 0 6 0
GP & MP 0 2 0 10 6
%
GP 0% 17% 0% 33% 50% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
GP & MP 0% 11% 0% 56% 33% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 4 2
2 2 2 2 4 2 Mean 4.166666667 Mean 4
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.3217691 Standard Error 0
4 4 4 4 4 4 Median 4.5 Median 4
5 6 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 4
More 0 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.114640858 Standard Deviation 0
7 5 4 Sample Variance 1.242424242 Sample Variance 0
8 5 4 Kurtosis 0.761689471 Kurtosis #DIV/0!
MP 9 5 4 Skewness -1.330407744 Skewness #DIV/0!
Bin Frequency 10 5 4 Range 3 Range 0
1 11 5 4 Minimum 2 Minimum 4
2 12 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 4
3 13 5 Sum 50 Sum 24
4 6 14 5 Count 12 Count 6
5 15 5
More 0 16 5 BOTH
17 5
18 5 Mean 4.111111111
Standard Error 0.212191936
Median 4
Mode 4
Standard Deviation 0.90025414
Sample Variance 0.810457516
Kurtosis 1.935386316
Skewness -1.325790501
Range 3
Minimum 2
Maximum 5
Sum 74
Count 18
To what extent do you agree with the following statement regarding Service Level Agreements?
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QUESTION 24
Statement No24:I think SLA's can add value to an organisation's core business.
Points GP MP BOTH
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 2 0 2
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 4 6 10
Strongly agree 5 6 0 6
12 6 18
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 12 12 12 12 12
MP 6 6 6 6 6
GP & MP 18 18 18 18 18
GP 0 2 0 4 6
MP 0 0 0 6 0
GP & MP 0 2 0 10 6
%
GP 0% 17% 0% 33% 50% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
GP & MP 0% 11% 0% 56% 33% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 2 4 2
2 2 2 2 4 2 Mean 4.166667 Mean 4
3 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.321769 Standard Error 0
4 4 4 4 4 4 Median 4.5 Median 4
5 6 5 4 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 4
More 0 6 4 4 4 Standard Deviation 1.114641 Standard Deviation 0
7 5 4 Sample Variance 1.242424 Sample Variance 0
8 5 4 Kurtosis 0.761689 Kurtosis #DIV/0!
MP 9 5 4 Skewness -1.33041 Skewness #DIV/0!
Bin Frequency 10 5 4 Range 3 Range 0
1 11 5 4 Minimum 2 Minimum 4
2 12 5 4 Maximum 5 Maximum 4
3 13 5 Sum 50 Sum 24
4 6 14 5 Count 12 Count 6
5 15 5
More 0 16 5 BOTH
17 5
18 5 Mean 4.111111
Standard Error 0.212192
Median 4
Mode 4
Standard Deviation 0.900254
Sample Variance 0.810458
Kurtosis 1.935386
Skewness -1.32579
Range 3
Minimum 2
Maximum 5
Sum 74
Count 18
To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding Service Level Agreements?
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QUESTION 25
Statement No.1:Improved communication and effectiveness
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 1 0 1
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 2 6 8
Strongly agree 5 9 0 9
12 6 18
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 12 12 12 12 12
MP 6 6 6 6 6
GP & MP 18 18 18 18 18
GP 0 1 0 2 9
MP 0 0 0 6 0
GP & MP 0 1 0 8 9
%
GP 0% 8% 0% 17% 75% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 5.56% 0.00% 44.44% 50.00% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 0 1 2 4 2
2 1 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.583333 Mean 4
3 0 3 4 4 4 Standard Error 0.259905 Standard Error 0
4 2 4 5 4 4 Median 5 Median 4
5 9 5 5 4 4 Mode 5 Mode 4
More 0 6 5 4 4 Standard Deviation 0.900337 Standard Deviation 0
7 5 4 Sample Variance 0.810606 Sample Variance 0
8 5 4 Kurtosis 6.767753 Kurtosis #DIV/0!
MP 9 5 4 Skewness -2.53903 Skewness #DIV/0!
Bin Frequency 10 5 5 Range 3 Range 0
1 0 11 5 5 Minimum 2 Minimum 4
2 0 12 5 5 Maximum 5 Maximum 4
3 0 13 5 Sum 55 Sum 24
4 6 14 5 Count 12 Count 6
5 0 15 5
More 0 16 5 BOTH
17 5
18 5 Mean 4.388889
Standard Error 0.183269
Median 4.5
Mode 5
Standard Deviation 0.777544
Sample Variance 0.604575
Kurtosis 4.186098
Skewness -1.69626
Range 3
Minimum 2
Maximum 5
Sum 79
Count 18
To what extent do you agree with the following benefits regarding Service Level Agreements in your organisation?
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Statement No.2:Improved and continuous improvement of service delivery
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 2 2 4
Strongly agree 5 10 4 14
12 6 18
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 12 12 12 12 12
MP 6 6 6 6 6
GP & MP 18 18 18 18 18
GP 0 0 0 2 10
MP 0 0 0 2 4
GP & MP 0 0 0 4 14
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 17% 83% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 22.22% 77.78% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 0 1 4 4 4
2 0 2 4 4 4 Mean 4.833333 Mean 4.666667
3 0 3 5 5 4 Standard Error 0.112367 Standard Error 0.210819
4 2 4 5 5 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 10 5 5 5 5 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 5 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.389249 Standard Deviation 0.516398
7 5 5 Sample Variance 0.151515 Sample Variance 0.266667
8 5 5 Kurtosis 2.64 Kurtosis -1.875
MP 9 5 5 Skewness -2.05524 Skewness -0.96825
Bin Frequency 10 5 5 Range 1 Range 1
1 0 11 5 5 Minimum 4 Minimum 4
2 0 12 5 5 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 0 13 5 Sum 58 Sum 28
4 2 14 5 Count 12 Count 6
5 4 15 5
More 0 16 5 BOTH
17 5
18 5 Mean 4.777778
Standard Error 0.100832
Median 5
Mode 5
Standard Deviation 0.427793
Sample Variance 0.183007
Kurtosis 0.136607
Skewness -1.46099
Range 1
Minimum 4
Maximum 5
Sum 86
Count 18
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Statement No.3:Alignment of services with business objectives
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 4 0 4
Strongly agree 5 8 6 14
12 6 18
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 12 12 12 12 12
MP 6 6 6 6 6
GP & MP 18 18 18 18 18
GP 0 0 0 4 8
MP 0 0 0 0 6
GP & MP 0 0 0 4 14
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 22.22% 77.78% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 5 4
2 2 4 5 4 Mean 4.666667 Mean 5
3 3 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.142134 Standard Error 0
4 4 4 4 5 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 8 5 5 5 5 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 5 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.492366 Standard Deviation 0
7 5 5 Sample Variance 0.242424 Sample Variance 0
8 5 5 Kurtosis -1.65 Kurtosis #DIV/0!
MP 9 5 5 Skewness -0.8124 Skewness #DIV/0!
Bin Frequency 10 5 5 Range 1 Range 0
1 11 5 5 Minimum 4 Minimum 5
2 12 5 5 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 5 Sum 56 Sum 30
4 14 5 Count 12 Count 6
5 6 15 5
More 0 16 5 BOTH
17 5
18 5 Mean 4.777778
Standard Error 0.100832
Median 5
Mode 5
Standard Deviation 0.427793
Sample Variance 0.183007
Kurtosis 0.136607
Skewness -1.46099
Range 1
Minimum 4
Maximum 5
Sum 86
Count 18
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Statement No.4:Alignment of services with current quality standards and performance measures
CODE GP MP TOTAL
Strongly disagree 1 0 0 0
Disagree 2 0 0 0
Neutral 3 0 0 0
Agree 4 4 0 4
Strongly agree 5 8 6 14
12 6 18
No's 1 2 3 4 5
GP 12 12 12 12 12
MP 6 6 6 6 6
GP & MP 18 18 18 18 18
GP 0 0 0 4 8
MP 0 0 0 0 6
GP & MP 0 0 0 4 14
%
GP 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 100%
MP 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
GP & MP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 22.22% 77.78% 100%
GP
Bin Frequency Respondents GP MP BOTH GP MP
1 1 4 5 4
2 2 4 5 4 Mean 4.66667 Mean 5
3 3 4 5 4 Standard Error 0.14213 Standard Error 0
4 4 4 4 5 4 Median 5 Median 5
5 8 5 5 5 5 Mode 5 Mode 5
More 0 6 5 5 5 Standard Deviation 0.49237 Standard Deviation 0
7 5 5 Sample Variance 0.24242 Sample Variance 0
8 5 5 Kurtosis -1.65 Kurtosis #DIV/0!
MP 9 5 5 Skewness -0.8124 Skewness #DIV/0!
Bin Frequency 10 5 5 Range 1 Range 0
1 11 5 5 Minimum 4 Minimum 5
2 12 5 5 Maximum 5 Maximum 5
3 13 5 Sum 56 Sum 30
4 14 5 Count 12 Count 6
5 6 15 5
More 0 16 5
17 5 BOTH
18 5
Mean 4.77778
Standard Error 0.10083
Median 5
Mode 5
Standard Deviation 0.42779
Sample Variance 0.18301
Kurtosis 0.13661
Skewness -1.461
Range 1
Minimum 4
Maximum 5
Sum 86
Count 18
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